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b the Four Points cotiteſiad in 
this Controverſy, the learned 
Author of the Reply to the Vine 
 dication of the Reaſons, &c. has 
| engag'd only Two: They are 
— the Mixture, and Prayer for the 

Dead. 1 ſhall be very brief upon the firſt 
* having no occaſion ta be other - 
wiſe. 


To diſable the Aube of No Sufficient 


Reaſon's Exception, that S. Juſtin Martyr's 
Teſtimony was not early enough to ſpeak 


for the Firſt Century; the Vindicator prov'd 5 


from 


— 


« 4 > m 5 1 
pd l n : 2 <4 0, Bonny * n , 
——————— cer _ 27 POE oat 
> * — L — .— — a. — 2 Wo 5 Pr, 2 # — 4s Tx 2 
I 7 — "= SE e — Go N ; 1 a 4 $ 


WED 
— ——— 


0 WT" 4 5 
— oy EA . 3 ov 

1 A o 

bh ” "I 6 2 . k = et Re wh. Has. - SS — 2 — 2 — 
2 1 . — 2 — 2 r : ' 2 - \ 

2 — —— 228 2 — — | s > _ \ —_ 
x - 2 1 ²˙¹üů LETS _ 

. 


44 


* 7 * 
1 9 1 * 
7 1 q 
* 
: = 
5 ” 
* e I 1 : _—_—_ * 
„ 35 * 4 4 5 
" e * 13 
1 1 , 
ils F * 
N . 2 6 4 
P * 1 2 
1 * : 


from Principles of Chronology, that in all 
reaſonable Conſtruction, this Martyr muſt 
* have receiv'd the Exchariſt with many 
V Chriſtians of the firſt Age, and by conſc- 
* quence ſtands an unexceptionable Evidence 
* for that Century.” * This Reaſoning, the 
Replyer confeffes, amounts to a ſtrong Perſua- 
fon, and carries a fair Concluſion along with 
it. This Conceſſion, one would think, might 
determine his Pen and his Practice, and keep 
him from running counter to ſo good Evi- 
dence. 3 


. 
His next Objection is, that Juſtin Martyr 
does not report the Mixture mas accounted ne- 
ceſſary, either in the Firſt Century, or in his 
own.3 And here he is ſo courteous, as to 
charge the YVindicator with wilfully miſre- 
preſenting this Father, to impoſe upon the Un- 
learned and the Unthinking. This is Plain- 

Dealing in earneſt”; but then the Proof comes 

unfortunately ſhort : Whether the Vindicator 
was inſincere or not in this Citation, can 
be known to no body but himſelf; and 
therefore the 'Replyer ſhould by no means 
have been deciſive againſt him in this Point. 

To proſecute thus hard without Poſſibility 
of making good the Impeachment, is no 
{mall Failure againſt Charityand Juſtice : And 
ſince the Diſproof of the Vindicator's Honeſty 


1 2 7 — 
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L199 - 
is an impracticable Attempt, let us enquire 
whether he has not over-flouriſh'd the Teſti- 
mony, and made more of it than the Paſ- 
ſage will bear. S. Juſtin, in two unconteſted 
places, acquaints the Emperor, That Bread, 
Wine and Water, were bleſs d and receiv'd: 
This the Replher does not deny. The latter 
Part of the Citation, as produc'd by the Vin- 
dicator, ſtands thus: The Apoſtles, in their 
“ Commentaries, or Goſpels, declar'd our 
«. Saviour: commanded them ſo todo ;” that 
is, to bleſs and receive Bread, Wine and Water; 
but againſt this Clauſe our Author enters his 
Proteſtation. If he can fſhew theſe Words , 
ſays he, to be in Juſtin Martyr, I am ready to 
give up the Cauſe. But what if the very Words 
are not ſhewn, if the Senſe is clear, and 
the Martyr's Meaning can be no otherwiſe 
interpreted? is not that the ſame thing? He 
informs the Emperor, That at the Cele- 
bration of the Euchariſt, the Chriſtians re- 
* ceiv'd Bread, Wine and Water, which 
© had been Bleſs'd or Conſecrated: And 
* why did they ſo? Becauſe our Saviour -— 
had taken Bread, and the Cup, euchariſtiz'd 
es or bleſs'd: them, call'd them his Body and 
Flood, gave them to be eaten and drank, 
«© and commanded his Diſciples to do what 
„ <* he had done.” Tis evidently plain there- 
fore, this Father believ'd that Wine and Wa- 


1 — 


_ 


————_ 


Vndir. Part I. Pag. 17.  » Reply, p. 13. 
= ter 


J 
ter were the Matter of the Sacramental Cup, 
and that the Chriſtians of his Time bleſs'd and 
receiv'd both the Ingredients in Obedience to 
our Lord's Inſtitution. If the Reader is de- 
ſirous to ſee the Argument more at length, 
he may conſult Reaſons, &c. Pag. 4. Defence, 
Pag. 4 & 5. Vindication, Part I. Pag. 15, 16, 
17. The Reaſonableneſs and Neceſſity of ſonte 


PruTtices, &c. Pag. 53, to M ND 
The Vindicator obſerv' d, that the warm Wa- 
ter uſed in the Greek Church, was put into 
the Cup after Conſecration; and that this 
Ulage was omitted in other Communions, 
and poſterior to the Council of Chalcedon. 
To this the learned Replyer returns, This Re- 
mark does not prove it to hade been nd Uſage 
in S. Chryſoſtom' Time, who liv'd above fif- 
ty Tears after that Council. The Council of 
Chalcedon was held in the Year 451, and 
S. Chryſoſtom died A. D. 407; that is, forty 
four Vears before the Meeting of that great 
Synod; ſo that he is demonſtratively miſta- 
ken near a hundred Years in his Chrono- 
„% O Of vaur bro nl 

This Gentleman's next. Attempt is little 
leſs unſucceſsful: He affirms; that 1: has eſ- 
cad d his Obſervation, (which he verily believes 
it has not) if in S. Chryſoſtom's Liturgy there 
be any mention of Water put into the Cup, be- 
fides that which mis warm de But if the Rea- 


1 Vindic. Part I. Pag. 5 Reply, Pag. 16. D 
Pin Nouvelle Bibliotheque, &c. Tom. III. I 4 Reply, 


Pag 16. * 
Pag er 


e 
der inſpects this Liturgy, in Goar, he will 
plainly ſee the Euchariſtick Wine mix'd with 
Water, and conſecrated, ſeveral Pages before 
the warm Water is put in. This learned 
Author argues againſt written Evidence, to 
almoſt a Degree of Scepticiſm; as if no Re- 
cords before Printing could be well rely'd 
on. * And if we may reaſonably doubt and 
diſtruſt at this rate, how can many of the 
Parliament-Rolls, Doomſday-Bock, old Char- 
ters, Patents, and Deeds, be depended on? 
Not to mention Misfortunes of a greater 
Size. | 4 „„ 
The Replyer endeavours to ſink the Credit 
of the Council in Trullo, by an Inſtance of 
Miſcarriage in the Second Council of Vice, 
not leſs zumereus than the other. But the 
Difference between the Authority of the Se- 
cond Nicene Council, and that of the Fathers 
in Trullo, may plainly be collected; 
Becauſe both the Eaſtern and Weſtern 
Churches remonſtrated againſt the Firſt, bur 
were ſo far from excepting to the Latter, that 
they all along practis d the Uſage enjoin' d. 
2dly, The Council in Trullo had the Fa- 
thers and Primitive Practice on their ſide, 
which the Niceze Synod had not, but clearly 
againſt them. | . 
The Replyer might well ſay, he did not 
kuow what was meant by the Vindicator, where 


8 ] 

he takes Notice, that © the Autliors of the Ns 
4 Reaſon, and No Sufficient Reaſon , won't 
© allow the conſentient Teſtimony of two 
© and three Ages old enough for his purpoſe.” 
But if he had look'd at the Errata, he might 
have found, that inſtead of 7wo and three Ages, 
it ſhould have been printed the ſecond and 
third Ages; and then, I hope, it might have 
deſerv'd his Confederation, * That there was 
Inſpiration in the Times of the Primitive Fa- 
there, the Vindicator aſſerted : But that the 
Fathers Writings were inſpir'd, as this Au- 
thor inſinuates, he has not aſſerted. Bur 
then he inferrs,that the Mixture c being prac- 
tis'd in thoſe early Ages of Inſpiration, is a 
good Argument they were not miſtaken in 
the Matter of the Euchariſt ick Inſtitution. 

He won't allow common, he muſt mean 
human Evidence. I wilh he would have re- 
member'd, that the Proof of the Scriptures 
being the Word of God, relies upon the Te- 
ſtimony of the Church, from the firſt Ages 
downward; which, tho? ſufficiently unexcep- 
tionable, riſes no higher than human Teſti- 
mony. He goes on, and affirms, we impoſe 
Oſazes as eſſential to Religion, which our Sa- 
diour and his Apoſtles knew nothing of. All 
this is no better than miſrelating Matter of 
Fact, begging the Queſtion, and overlook- 
ing the Proots produced to the contrary. 


| Fang 


1 Reply, p. 40. No Sufficient Reaſon, p. 103. Reply, 
P. 24. 2 Relpy, d. 23 # oy | 1 h ry 
The 


[ 9 ] 

The Vindicator cited the Miſua and Dr. 
Lizhtfoot to prove the Mixture uſed at the 
Paſchal Solemnity: And here we may re- 
member, that Buxtorf,in-his Rabbinical Lexi- 
con, makes M5 ſignify to ix. And then 
1? 1D may ſignify they mix it for him: And 
ee other Paſſages in the Miſna, muſt 
ie e „ . 
The Replyer charges the Vindicator with 
interpolating Dr. Light foots Teſtimony, and 
practiſing with more than uſual Art to eſtabliſh 
the Mixture upon this learned Perſon's Aut ho- 
rity. * Let us ſee then the Strength of his 
Evidence. e 
The Viudicator quotes Dr. Lightfoot for 
affirming the Paſchal Supper began with a Cup 
mixt Mine. And does not the Doctor ſay 
02 Yes: The Replyer confeſſes the next Morde 
in the Dr. are; they mingle the firſt Cup 
** for him.. And beſides, as has been alrea- 
dy remark d, this learned Doctor gives more 
Reaſons than one why the Fews.drank their 
Paſchal Wine mixt. Why then all this Tra- 
gical Outcry of Fallacy and Over-vonching 2 * 
And what Occaſion - s there for him to tell 
the Reader ſuch Strains were not to be met 
with in the Anſwerer, nor by God's Grace never 
fhall be. 5 Will this Gentleman never cite a 
Teſtimony fairly by God's Grace? I hope he 


— 


1 Reply, p. 27, 28. 2 Vindic. Part, I. p. 474 3 Reply, 
P-28. + See Reaſons, Defence, Vindication. ; Reply, Ibid. 


Ibid. 
5 B does 


[10] 


does ot mean ſo: And yet even his own 
Confeſſion drives him upon this Conſtruction, 
But at laſt he ſeems to let go his Hold, and 
argue upon another Suppoſition. If, ſays 
he, according to Surenhuſius's Interpretation, 
the Words in the Original ſhould import no 
more than that they fill out the firſt Cup for 
him; he has then no Pretence for his Miſre- 
preſentation. * That is, if Surenhbuſius tran. 
ſlates a Hebrew Word truer than Dr. Lieht. 
foot, then the Vindicator, tho' he cites Dr. 
Lightfoot fairly, is chargeable with Miſrepre- 
ſentation + Or, in other Phraſe, becauſe Suren- 
hu ſius and Lightfoot diſagree, and the latter is 
poſſibly miſtaken , therefore the Vindicator 
miſreports Lightfoot, notwithſtanding he cites 
the undiſputed- Senſe of his Words. This 
is wonderful Logick. Thus the Replyer's Ar- 
dour to fetch a Blow at the Vindicator, makes 
him venture beyond his Reach , ſtand quite 
out of Guard, and ſay extraordinary things 
to his own Diſadvantage. At laſt, he gives 
up Dr. Lightfoot's Teſtimony , and owns he 
ſpeaks to the Vindicator's Purpoſe, ? 

He quotes Aquinas and Cardinal Bonaven- 
ture to ptove the Mixture not eſſential to the 
Integrity of the Sacrament. And thus he is for 
raiſing Recruits in the Church of Rome. But 
the Vindicator does not doubt but that tlie 
Doctrine and Practice of the Primitive Fathers 

will paſs preferably to theſe Modern Divines. 


1 [bid. : lbid. 3 Reply, p. 29. 
: It 


— 


I 

If drinking I Paſchal Cup mixt was Part 
of the Jews Duty, as Lightfoot and the Gema- 
ra aſſert, then the Mixture muſt be neceſſa- 

ry, for without doubt all Parts of Duty are 
ſo. And then the invincible Rubb, as he calls 
it, is ſufficiently got oer. 

Againſt all the Evidence brought from Dr. 
Lightfoot and the Talmud, to prove the Jews 
practis'd the Miæture at the Paſſover ; againſt 
all this, he oppoſes Surenhuſius's Tranſlation, 
which turns azegu, poured out. But then Su- 
renhuſius does not ſay they poured it out ꝝn- 
mixt. And if he had, whether his ſingle Au- 
thority ought to be an Oyer- balance to all 
the Proof produc'd by the Vindicator, I leave 
the Reader to judge. 

Since the Printing the Vindication, our 
Author has publiſh'd his No juft Grounds, G. 
In this Trac, by the learned Dr. Wotton's Al- 
ſiſtance, he has form'd ſome new Objections 
againſt mixing the Paſchal Cup before *twas 
bleſs'd, and the receiv'd Diſtinction between 
the Fruit of the Vine, and the Fruit of the 
Tree. But the learned Author of the Rea- 
ſonableneſs and Neceſſity of ſome Practices, &. 
has made theſe Succours wholly unſervice- 
able, has ſupported Dr. Lightfoot's Teſtimony 
from the Talmud, Bartenora, and Maimonides, 
and ſhew'd to Satisfaction why Rabbi Eli. 
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1 Reply, p. 30. : 
B 2 ezer's 


ezer's Opinion ought to be preferr'd to that of 
the other wiſe Men. | 


" 


To proceed ; the Replyer affirms, that wo 
| body, that he knows. of, before the Vindicator, 


ever thought the Fruit of the Vine otherwiſe 
than a plain Text for un mixt Wine, * 1 


am {ſomewhat ſurpriz'd at his ſaying this; 


Certainly he believes S. Cyprian and the 
third Council of Carthage had read this 
Text: And yet they are ſo far from ſup- 
poling the Fruit of the Vine ſignifies undiluted 
Wine ; that on the contrary they plainly 
affirm, our Saviour drank the Euchariſtick 
Wine mixt with Water, and commanded it 
ſo to be done. And if ſo, they muſt believe 
what our Saviour call'd the Fruit of the Vine, 
was diluted; for this Fruit of the Vine was 
what he drank at the Euchariſtick Inſtitution, 

That the Miſa for mixing the Paſchal 
Cup is on our fide, has been already prov'd,? 


And that the Gemara for the Ritual Part eſpe- 


clally, is a good Authority, beſides other 
Vouchers, is plainly aſſerted by Dr. Wotton. * 
And if the Reader concludes this with the Vin- 
dicator, he wont conclude a jott too faſt. 5 

The Replyer would perſuade the Reader, 


that the Vindicator's Teſtimonies from Dr. 


Prideaux, Dr. Wotton, and Mr, Ockley, won't 
anſwer the Purpoſes for which they are cited. 


— — 


1 The Rea ſonableneſs and * of ſome Practices. pag. &. 
to p. 20. Reply, p. 31. 3 Vindic. p. 40, 41. The Reaſo 
nableneſs and Neceſſity, &c. p. 19. # Vindic p. 44a. Re 


Why 


P pag. 31. 6 ld. 


5 A 

Why ſo? Becauſe their Practice plainly teſti- 
fies the contrary. But if theſe Gentlemens 
Opinion comes up to the Vindicator's Point, 
he is not concern'd about their Practice. Dr. 
Prideaux and Mr. Ockely declare ſtrongly for 
the Authority of the Miſza. And Dr. Wotton 
is more copious, and dilates upon the Autho- 
riry of the Miſua, Gemara, and Maimonides, 
how ſerviceable they are, and what unex- 
ceptionable Vouchers for the Phraſeology and 
Jewiſh Cuſtoms in our Saviour's time. And 
ſince theſe Books declare for the Paſchal 
Mixture, and the Diſt inct ion between the 
Fruit of the Vine, and the Fruit of the Tree; 
the bringing theſe Learned Gentlemens Evi- 
dence for theſe Talmudick Writings, is e- 
nough for the Vindicator's Buſineſs. If one 
of them has ſince chang'd his Sentiment, that's 
more than the Vindicator could divine. And 


beſides, as has been already obſerv'd, that 


learned Author's Objections have been fully 
ſatisfy' d. 

He deſires to nom whether the Council in 
Trullo did rightly in appealing to S. James's 
Liturgy?: To this it may be reply'd, 
Firſt, That the Council, tho' it mentions 
S. James's Command for the Mixture, yet 
docs not name the Liturgy, And therefore 
tis probable they might referr to ſome Tra- 
dition of that Apoſtle then extant, but now 


| — . 


i Vindic. p. 39. to p. 45. The Reaſonableneſs and N:ceſſit 
ſome Practices, pag. 8. to p. 20. K 1.00% p. 20. cceſſity 
3 | loſt. 
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[14] 
loſt, Indeed there's no ſuch Command in 
this Liturgy, unleſs the Recital of our Ss. 
viour's Precedent may paſs for ſuch, . 

Secondly, By his expecting the Liturgy 
ſhould be defended, 1 ſuppoſe he would inh- 
nuate, there are ſome very Unorthodox Paſ- 
ſages in it. Now, tho? I am not oblig'd to 
account for this Matter, a Word or two, 
however, may not be amiſs, The moſt ob- 
noxious Place then, that I can find, is the 
Apoſtrophe to the Bleſſed Virgin. Here, 
*tis true, ſhe is ſaluted in exalted Strains; 
but then there's no incommunicable Reſpect, 
no Apotheoſis, nothing above the Dignity 
of a Creature aſcribed to her. In ſhort, 
there is no Invocation, no Grace or Prote- 
ction begg'd ; there feem ſome Prayers for 
her, but none to her, The laſt words 9% 
g, tho moſt liable to Cenſure, may be ca- 
pable of an inoffenſive Senſe when conſtrued 
with Conſiſtency to the reſt of the Panegy: 
rick; for Glory, 3x, is given in the Scrip- 
ture to Men; and thus it mounts no farther 
than congratulating her Privilege. If ti 
ſaid theſe high-ſounding Expreſſions, apply'd 
to the Bleſſed Virgin, are not to be met witl 
in early Antiquity ; I grant the Remark, and 


therefore determine nothing. But---- 
. s 


— 
6 
1 


„* 


1 Biblioth. Patr. Tom. II. p. 16,17, 2 Pag. 22. 
3 Pſal. viii. and Pfal. xxi | 


Thardh, 


was Red? Which Reſemblance the Vindica- 


[15] 


Thirdly, If S. James's Liturgy is intets 
olated, it does by no means follow that 
the Paſſage for the Mixture is Part of the 
Interpolation : All Interpolation ſuppoſes 
Part of the Record Authentick. And all 
Learned Men are agreed, there are Notes to 
diſtinguiſh the Genuine from the Spurious. 
To apply this to the Caſe beforeus, where a 
Liturgy relates to an Ulage, agreeable to the 
Doctrine and Practice of the earlieſt and 
Apoſtolical Ages; there we have all imagi- 
nable Reaſon to conclude the Paſſage unin- 
terpolated; for ſuch a Paſſage is only a Re- 
cital of what was done from the Beginning, 
and in the moſt unexceptionable Period: 
Now this is the Caſe of the Mixture, as has 
been already prov'd. 

For an Anſwer to his Obje&ion, that on- 
Saviour could not be ſuppoſed to have eaten 
Leavened Bread, I ſhall referr the Reader to 
the Defence, Pag. 58, to 62. Vinaic. Pag. 
50, to 52. Poſiſcript to the Reaſonable. 
weſs and Neceſſity, Pag. 89, to Pag. 93. 

If our Saviour inſtituted the Holy Eu- 
chariſt in the Fruit of the Vine only, be- 
cauſe tas ready, as the No Sufficient Reaſon 
will have it; then our Savionr did not 
chobſe it in the Inſtitution for any Quality 
peculiar to Wine: And then why may not 
any other Drink ſerve as well for an Em- 
blem of his Blood, provided the Colour 
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tor made requiſite; but the Replyer {lides 
Over. e 1 Val] 
As for Lamy's Notion, that our Saviour's 
| laſt Repaſt was not a Paſchal Supper, when 
our Author has made good his Singularities, 
his Contradiction to Ancient and Modern 
Divines ; when he has anſwer' d Tillemont, 
Harduin, Mauduit, Daniel, Louis de Leon, 
Pezron, Witaſſe and Beſſin; who all, in Con- 
currence with the general Opinion, declare 
againſt him, and aſſert our Lord's keeping 
the Paſſover + * When he has confuted all 
this Authority and Argument, he; may make 
his Ad vantage; but till that time, he muſt 
forbear. And even then, this next to im- 
poſſible Victory would be far ſhort of car- 
rying the Cauſe; for granting there was no 
Paſchal Supper, yet there is the Cuſtom of 
the Jews Country; there is the Doctrine 
of the Fathers and Councils; there's the 
Practice of the Univerſal Church for fifteen 
hundred Years ; there's all this for the M:x- 
ture: And this, I hope, may paſs for good 
| Evidence. | 
| And, toconclude this Article; Whether his 
Phraſe of bringing our Saviour into the Scrape, 
has not the Air of a Jeſt, and makes too bold 
with God Almighty, the common Reader 
may judge. The Vindicator endeavour'd to 
lead him out of this Levity, but without 
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Effect. I'm ſorry he is unwilling to own 


ſo plain an Excels. 


We are how come to our Author's Reply 
to the Second Part of the Virdication, &c. 
This Gentleman, in the No Sufficient Rea- 
ſon, &c. is politive, that thoſe departed front 
us are never call'd Saints in the New Teſta- 
ment;* and by Conſequence, when S. Paul 
exhorts the Epheſiant to make Supplication 
for all Saints, the Apoſtle could not have 
any Deſign of comprehending the Dead. 
To this J anſwer, 3250 

Firſt, That ſu 
be true, the nc: will. by no means 
hold; for tho' we could not find good Peo- 
ple deceas'd ſtyl'd Saints in any other Part 
of the New Teſtament; yet, if we find them 
call'd ſo in the Old Teſtament, why might 
not S. Paul make uſe of the Language of 
that Part of the inſpir'd Writings? Is not the 
Old Teſtament of the ſame Authority, and 
as much God's Word, as the Nem? And 


that this is the Language of the 0/4, Teſta- 


ment, I ſhall give one undeniable Inſtance: 
The dead Bodies of thy 'Servants have they 
given to be: Meat unto the Fowls of Heaven, 
and the Fleſh of thy SAINT'S to the Beaſts 
of the Earth. Thus they are call'd Saints 


antes 


Reply, p. 36. No Sufficient Reaſon, Part II. p. 2, 3. 
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when their Bodies are dead, and the Beaſts 
devouring them. But farther ; ſuppoſing they 
had not been callF'd Saints in any other Part 
of the New Teſtament, why might they 
not be thus diſtinguiſh'd in this Text to the 
Epheſians 2 S. Paul did not write by Prece- 
dent, but Inſpiration; and therefore, why 
might he not comprehend the Righteous de- 
ceas'd under the Name of Sainte, tho' neither 
himſelf, nor any other inſpir' d Evangeliſt 
or Apoſtle had then apply'd the Word 
Saint to the Deceas d? I ſay then, becauſe 
when this Epiſtle to the Epheſians was writ- 
ten, the whole New Teſtament was not 
written. If there's Superſtition or Immora- 
lity in ſtyling the Righteous deceas'd Saints, 
why are they ſo call'd in the Old Teſta- 
ment? But if good People, when dead, have 
rather a better Claim to Saintſhip than when 
they were alive, as I have pred; what 
Reaſon is there that Supplicarion for all 
Sainte ſhould not ' carry beyond the Grave? 
The Words, We wunſt all appear, take in the 
Dead, as well as tlie Living; and chat the 
Term ALL ſhall be conſtrued with Re- 
ſtraint in the Place now conteſted? is rhuch 
more than our Author can prove. And 
here I muſt remind him of what I have ſaid, 
that © Probability, I might add Poſſibility, on 
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ce our fide, is ſufficient to deſtroy his Aſ- 
„ ſertion ; whereas nothing ſhort of Demon- 
ce ſtration will anſwer his Purpoſe. 

' Secondly, The Vindicator undertook to 
prove his Aſſertion a plain Miſtake, with 
reſpect to the New Teſtament: And to this 
Purpoſe S. Matthew was cited ; * The Graves 
were opened, and many Bodies of Saints which 
ſlept aroſe, and came out of the Graves af. 
ter his ReſurreFion, and appeared unto many. 
From hence I argued, that if theſe Saints 
ſtill belong'd to the Diviſion of the other 


World, they were Dead notwithſtanding 


their Appearing ; and yet the Text calls 
them Sainte. Now, that they did belong to 
the Diviſion of the other World, J endea- 
vour'd to prove, as ah: 1 Leto 
Firſt, Becauſe their Appearing was no 
Reſurrection in the Meaning of the Creed, 
For S. Paul, I obſerv'd, ſays plainly, that 
none of Adam's Pofterity are to expect a Re- 
ſurrection, till our Saviour's coming to Judg- 
ment, 3 | 1 


Secondly, I obſervd there was no Vital 


Union between the Souls and Bodies of theſe 


Saints, and therefore they could not be ſaid 


to be alive; and that their Appearing was 
only a ſhort miraculous Scene ro honour our 
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Saviour's Paſſion, and Riſing from the Dead: 


But ſince this Gentleman muſt have Argu- 
ments drawn out to a farther Length, I ſhall 
endeavour to give him Satisfaction. 
Firſt then, Tis ſaid the Bodies of many 
Saints aroſe, Now in the New Teſtament 
particularly, the Body is taken in Contra- 
diſtinction to the Soul, and means excluſively 
the mortal and corruptible Parr, Thus when 


our Saviour was dead, we are told his Body 


was diſpos'd of: And thus, by way of Di- 
ſtinction from the Soul, S. Paul bids us pre- 
ſent our Bodies a living Sacrifice ;* and that, 
at the Laſt Day, every ane muſt receive the 
Things done in his Body. And elſewhere, 
not to multiply more Inſtances, the ſame 
Apoſtle prays that the Theſſalonians Soul and 
Body may be prefervd. Thus the Body, in 
the New Teſtament, marks the Moiety of 
our Compoſition, and ſignifies only the viſt- 
ble Part of our Perſon. © 
Now, in the Text before us, tis not ſaid 
the Saints aroſe, but the Bodies of the 
Saints aroſe ; So that, from the Language 
of the New Teſtament, we may probably 
conclude, that only the Bodies of theſe Holy 
Perſons were rais'd for a ſhort and miracu- 
lous Appearance. That this, I ſay, is highly 
. Probable, may be inferr'd, becauſe the 
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Scripture does not tell us they did any Bu- 
fineſs, convers'd with any body, or per- 
form'd any Functions of Life, excepting Mo- 
tion, But when Elijah rais'd the Child to 
Life again, he gave him to his Mother; 
when our Saviour rais'd the Damſel, he bid 
them give her ſomewhat to eat; when he 
rais'd Lazarus, we read he continued living, 
and ſuppd with him afterwards; when 
S. Peter rais'd Dorcas, he preſented her to 
the Company. But when the Bodies of 
theſe Saints aroſe, they only walk'd and ap- 
pear d; but *tis not ſaid they continued to 
dogſo: Tis not {aid that they took any 
Refreſhment, had-any Intercourſe, or deli- 
ver'd any Inſtruction. And therefore there 
are no Signs of their having a Soul, or in- 
deed any Occaſion for one; unleſs it ſhou'd 
be affirm d that God can't raiſe a Body, and 
make it move, without faſtening the Soul 
vitally to it. _ 
And here it muſt not be forgotten, that 
this learned Author quotes an Evangeliſt, 
an Apoſtle, and others, with the Addition 
of Saint; and that without any Scruple. ? 
Now, if the New Teſtament never beſtows 
the Title of Saints upon good People de- 
parted, why is he ſo liberal as to furniſh this 
Ceremony 2 This, beſides falling foul on 
his Expoſition, comes with no good Grace 
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from him, who ties us up ſo ſtrictly to the 
plain Letter of the Text, and calls out ſo 
loudly for expreſs Warrant in other Caſes. 
. Fo diſprove our learned, Author's Con- 
ſtruction farther, the Vindicator oblerv'd 
from the Text, that auy Bodies of Saints 
which SLEPT aroſe. Thus they are ex- 
preſly calbd Saints when they Slept ; that is, 
when they were Dead, in the Scripture Lan- 
guage. Bur, ſays our Author, they muſt be 
alive again, and once more Members of the 
Church upon Earth, before they can be Saints 
or Chriſtians." Now, if the Souls of thoſe 
Bodies which aroſe, were not Saints in ghe 
State of Separation, I deſire to know un- 
der what Qualities we are to range them ? 
One would think they muſt be either Saints 
or Sinners: For that they were neither good 
nor bad, is ſomewhat unintelligible. Well, 
this Gentleman won't allow them to be 
Saints, therefore they muſt be Sinners. They 
muſt be Sinners when they were out of the 
reach of Temptation, when they were in 
Paradiſe, when they had the Converſation 
of none but Angels, and the Spirits of juſi 
Men / But when they came into this wicked 
World, tis then that they commenc'd Saints! 
However, our Author's Remark muſt not be 
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omitted, that d io, Saints, mean no more than 
Chriſtians. I grant him, after the Chriſtian 
Church was form'd, Sairts and Chriſtians are 
frequently equipollent Terms. Bur under 
the Old Teſtament there were Saints, and yet 
not Chriſtians. And that theſe Saints, whoſe 
Bodies aroſe at our Saviour's :Paſhon , were 
Chriſtians, is ſomewhat hard to conceive. For 
any thing our Aurhor knows to the contrary, 


; they might have been dead before rhe Iucar- 
; zation. But ſuppoſing them lately departed, 
„bow could they be Chriſtians before our Sa- 


| viour's Death and Reſurre&ion? before he had 
given his Diſciples a Sacerdoral Character, 
delivered them a Commiſhon to Preach, and 
preſcribed the Form of Chriſtian Bapriſm'2 
That is, how could they be Chriſtians prior 
to Chriſtianity ? 3. (0411 ONT WD 


be However, not to diſpute this any farther; 

. Does our learned e believe there are 

he no Chriſtians in the other World? And 

u eſpecially in the beſt Part of it? Is Paradiſe 

on planted with none but Fews and Heat hens, 

% Mahomietars and Free-T hinkers © I dare ſay, our 
ed Author won't deny that the Church Militant 

* and Triumphant are Members of the ſame 

L g 


Body, of which Chriſt is the Head. And if 
—theſe good People, who were Members of the 
Church in this World, continue to be ſo in 
the other, the Conſequence will be, that they 
are Chriſtians after Death no leſs than before: 
And if ſo, by his own Reaſoning, they are 

| | Saints 
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'F Saints in the State of Separation. For, as he 
l obſerves, Chriſtians and Saints are Terms of 
the ſame Signification. And then S. Paul's 
Exhortation, to wake Supplication for all Saints, 
may comprehend the Dead, as well as the 
Living. S n. 
Our learned Author retreats now to the 
Grammar, and throws up à Retrenchment. 
And whereas the Vindicator had argued that 
Scripture calls good People Saints while they 
ſept, that is, when they are dead; he replies, 
that this is relying too much upon our Exglifh 
Tranſlation ; that the Original will by no 
means bear this Senſe. For the Word is not 
noi, but xeon, not that ſept, but 
that had been aſlkeep.* | _ | 
Now, to be brief, I ſhall give an Inſtance 
or two from the New Teſtament, to-ſhew 
that the Preterperfe# muſt be conſtrued in 
the Preſent Tenſe. - Firſt, Our Saviour, to for- 
tify his Diſciples againſt Diſtruſt of Provi- 
dence, tells them, the Harrs of their Head are 
all rumbred , * npituyvrar Tis not ſaid apt- 
pavra. And yet it muſt be tranſlated in the 
1 Preſent Tenſe : But, according to our Au- 
— thor, the Word muſt be turn d thus: The 
Hairs of your Head have been all numbred; but 
they are not ſo now: Which diſables our Sa- 
viour's Expreſſion, and denies God's Omni- 
ſcience. My Second Inſtance ſhall be in S. Paul, | 
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where he tells the Corinthians that Chriſt is be- 


come dTupyy Tv uopuypuy. Here we have 
the very Word our Author founds himſelf 


upon: And yet here the. oi #«:01yutvo mult be 


interpreted thoſe which are aſleep. When the 
Apoſtle wrote this Epiſtle , he tells us ſome 
are fallen afleep in Chriſt,» noyaytevres, not wore, 
papevor that theſe are loſt, unleſs Chriſt is ri- 
ſen, But then he ſubjoins, Nom 7s Chriſt ri- 
ſen, and become the firſt Fruits Tay uenommnue- 
10% Here xeomyutr- muſt include thoſe 
who were then actually dead in Chriſt ; For 
otherwiſe the Argument from Chriſt's Reſur- 
rection can ſignify nothing to their Comfort; 
tis quite foreignly applied, and then the A- 
poſtle's Reaſoning is all deſtroy d. Again, 
S. Paul argues thus: If Chriſt is not riſen, 
then they which are fallen aſleep in Chriſt are pe- 
riſhd e And if ſo, then certainly they were 
not alive when S. Paal wrote this Chapter. 
But zom, as the Apoſtle continues, 7s Chriſt 
riſen, and become the firſt Fruits Tay uevoune- 
voy, of them that ſlept. And why was Chriſt 
the firſt Fruits? Becauſe his Reſurrection was 
rſt. And when are thoſe that are aſleep in 
Chriſt to riſe? Not till the Judgment-Day, 
not till Chriſt's Coming. Tis demonſtrativel 
plain therefore, that rhe ene thoſe that 
Pept, were at that time in the other World. 
Here is no fencing with the Preterperfe# 
Tenſe; no Art can darken the Meaning; the 
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Sun ſhines ſo clear, that no Miſt can ſtand be- 
fore it. And thus the palpable Miſtabe can't 
be remov'd, but muſt remain with our Au- 
thor where the Vindicator left it. And I can't 
help ſaying a Man muſt be hard preſs d, when 
he retreats to ſuch a Shelter. There is an- 
other Text no leſs full to the purpoſe, 
Where the Word «exojuyueruy muſt neceſſari- 
ly be underſtood of thoſe, who when the 
| Apoſtle wrote, were actually dead. 

That the Primitive Church, in their Pray- 
ers for the Dead, went upon Apoſtolical Pra- 
Rice and Tradition, and interpreted Epheſ. 
vi. 18. 2 Tim. i. 18. to this Senſe, is the Vin- 
dicator's Opinion: But this learned Replyer 
ſays, Every body muſt needs ſee there is nothing 
at all in it. That is, every body muſt needs 
ſce that the old Martyrs and Confeſſors had 
no Authority for this ſolemn Part of Worſhip; 
but were wholly govern'd by viſionary Fan- 
cy, and pure Invention. And whether ſuch 
a deſpicable Opinion of the earlieſt Ages of 
Chriſtianity has Colour of Argument, or 
brings Service to Religion, I leave the Reader 
to conſider, 12: DO 

This learned Gentleman blames the Vin- 
 dicator for ſaying, Praying for the Dead was 
practisd by the Jewiſh Nation. And was 
not Judas Maccabens, and his Army, Part 
of the Jewiſh Nation? Was not the Publick 
Worſhip of that Nation perform'd at the 
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Temple of Jerſalem, whither the Offerings 
for the Dead were ſent? * But Moſes and the 
Prophets, continues our Author, were per- 
fe Strangers to it, * How does that appear? 
Moſes and the Prophets, without doubt, 
knew more things than they wrote ; and be- 
ſides, all they did write is not come down to 
our Hands. For Inſtance, Mesſes mentions | 
the Book of the Wars of the Lord, and the 
Prophets mention other Books now not ex- 


tant: And how does our Author know but 


Prayer for the Dead might be in ſome of 


theſe? eſpecially ſince ſuch Application is 


no where condemn'd. either in the Old or 
New Teſtament. Now to affirm ſo deci- 


ſively beyond all Poſſibility of Knowledge, 


is no very Logical Proceeding, and only 
ſhews our Zeal is much ſtronger thag our 


Arguments. I muſt therefore conclude, in 


Contradiction to the Learned Replyer, . that 
fuch Prayer, notwithſtanding his Offer at Diſ- 
proof, might be thought of, and practis d 
too, before the time of the Alamonzans : Nei- 
ther can I agree with our Author's Inſinu- 
ation, that this was not the propereſt time to 
learn. And why not this The as proper as 
any? The Jews, as the Vindicator oblery'd, 
were generally more Juſt and Religious, and 
more averſe to Idolatry after the Captivity 
than before; and is not this a good Sign they 
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kept cloſe to the main of the Moſaick Inſtituti- 
on? And beſides, fromthe Apochryphal Books 
we may learn, that during this Period the 
Proſpe& into the other World was more open 
and diftint than formerly; they ſeem to 
have had a clearer Idea of the Soul's Im- 
mortality, of the State of Separation, and 
the Reſurrection of the Body: This brighter 
Diſcovery ſeems to have been reſerv'd to this 
later Period, as far as we can collect from 
prior Writings. And ſince their View could 
carry thus far beyond the Grave, why 
Thould their Precedent for the Dead be made 
ſo comparatively exceptionable 2 For the 
reſt of his Objection, I referr the Reader to 
the Defence, &c. | 5 | 
This learned Gentleman would gladly 
know what Sort of Prayers are to be of- 
ered for the Dead“ and declares tis in 
"vain to recommend the Practice, unleſs he is 
inform'd of the Nature of it. In anſwer to 
this, beſides what has been. offer'd in the 
"Reaſons, Defence, and Vindication, I reply 
to the new and latter Part of his Demand, 
that no more is deſir'd by thoſe of the Vin- 
dicator's Sentiment, than what ſtands in the 
Firſt Liturgy drawn up in the Reign of King 
Edward VI. Nay, it the other three very 
moderate Requeſts were comply'd with, the 
bare Omiſſion of the Title M[LITA NT 
HERE OPON EARTH, would ſatisfy 
his old Brethren. 


1: No Sufficient Reaſon, &c. Part II. p. 7,8. Reply, * | 
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And therefore he has no Reaſon to com- 
plain of not being acquainted with the Com- 
poſition and Ingredients: For theſe have 
more than once been laid before him: But 
he had rather venture the Loſs of the Medi- 
cine, than work by the old Diſpenſatory. But 
he thinks it a reaſonable Demand to be inform d 
which of the Ancients Prayers for the Dead 
are Eſſential. This Word Eſſential is a ve- 
ry ferviceable Reſerve; and when nothing, 
elſe can be furnill'd, we are ſure of that. And 
he very well knows, that neither Prayers for 
the Dead, nor the Mixture, nor the Invoca- 
tion, nor the removing the Oblation to a more 
proper Place, are deſired to be receiv'd as 
neceſſary or eſſential Things. And ſince this 
Gentleman and his Party are deſired to re- 
ceive them no farther than as indifferent 
Matters, what Occaſion is there to enquire 
how far ſuch Prayers may be Eſſential, when 
they are not at all concern'd in the Eſſen- 
Q tiality 2 . 
The Defender having prov'd Prayer for the 
Dead an Apoſtolical Tradition, the Vindica- 
lor thought that was ſufficient, without bein 
oblig'd to point out by what Apoſtle or to 
what Church 'twas firſt deliver ddl. To this 
the learned Replyer returns; I preſume he means 
W ſufficient to make it of perpetual Obligation: 
But how then does he anſwer the Practice of the 
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deciman Eaſter was laid aſide upon the Con- 


this oppoſite Cuſtom in a Matter indifferent, 


was ſettled by the Council of Vice: But then 
this learned Objector, to make his Argument 


Lo] 
Quarto-decimani in their keeping of Eaſter 2 
*Tis own'd they had S. John's and S. Philip's 
Precedent, that is, they had Apoſtolical T»44;. 
tion for it. And yet when a Conteſt aroſe about 
it between Victor and the Aſiatick Biſhops, it 
was concluded fit to be laid aſide. To this! 
anſwer, 

Firſt, That if he means one may reaſon. 
ably ſuppoſe, that the keeping the Quart. 


teſt between Vidlor and the Afratick Biſhops, 
tis a Miſtake ; for 'rwas not laid aſide till the 
General Council ot Nice, which was not held 
till above a hundred Years after Pope ViGor'; 
Death. But then, 5 | 
Secondly, The ſetting it aſide by this Coun- 
cil does not inferr a Contradiction to the Vin. 
dicator's Inſtance ; for that the Replyer might 
have call'd it, inſtead of his Rule. For here 
is a great Diſparity in the Caſe :. S. Peter 
kept Eafter on one Day, and S. John on ano- 
ther, and here was plain Diverſity of Practice: 
and yet, as Socrates obſerves, the Apoſtles left 
no Command for the preciſe Day. * Now 


was not thought fit to be continued ; and to 
bring things to a cloſer Harmony, the Time 


bear, ſhould have ſhewn a Contradiction in 


— 
* 


1 Reply, p. 48, 33 Vindic. Part II. p. 14. 1 
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the Practice before us: And that as there was 
Apoſtolical Tradition for Praying for the 


Dead, there was likewiſe Apoſtolical 'Tradi- 
tion for letting it alone, or againſt it. And 


| now, as he phraſes it, let him try what Work 


he will make in going about it. 

The Vindicator took no diſtin& Notice of 
the No Sufficient Reaſons Seventh Anſwer, but 
only obſerv'd it fell in the Reply to his Firſt, * 


| This. the Replyer thinks ſhort of Satisfaction. 


And ſince an Argument wrapt up in few 
Words won't give this Gentleman Content, 
we muſt enlarge a little. The Defender, to 
prove Prayer for the Dead an Apoſtolical 
Tradition, cited Tertullian s Maxim, “ that 
* where there is no written Rule for gene- 
* ral Practice, we ought in reaſonable Con- 
e ſtruction to believe the Riſe from ſome A- 


| © poſtle or other. Againſt this plain Con- 


cluſion, the Author of No Sufficient Reaſor 


draus up ſeveral Objections, and amongſt the 
Y reſt cites Tertullian againſt Tertullian! The 


Paſſage is this: If,ſays this Father, tis plead- 
ed tis lawful to be crown'd, becauſe the Scrip- 


iure does not forbid it; it may with as much 
Reaſon be retorted, that *tis therefore not lam- 


ul, becauſe the Scripture docs not command it. 


From hence the Learned Replyer inferrs, that 
Lertulli an's Authority is as valid on the one ſide, 


as on the other. That is, he is to be ſuppos'd 
as much againſt praying for the Dead, as for 


tre 
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it. But here our learned Author takes ſeve: Ml * 
ral things for granted, which can't be allow d. 
Frirſt, He ſuppoſes Tertullian freely confeſ. 
5 fes that Prayer for the Dead has no Foundation Ml | 
in Scripture ;* but this is more than this Gen- 
tleman has made good.* © | 
_ Secondly, He ſuppoſes that becauſe Tertul. Ml | 
lian miſtakes.in arguing negatively from the Ml © 
Scripture , therefore we muſt never believe . 
him; becauſe he is wrong in ſomething, Ml © 
therefore he is right in nothing. e 
Thirdly, Our Author's Argument ſuppoſe F 

that Tertullian diſcourages Prayer for thei 
Dead, and combats unwritten Tradition i 
that very Book, where he plainly. mentiom * 
the firſt with Approbation, and argues fron , 
the Force of the latter. 1." c 
The learned Replyer objects farther, tha *< 
the interpreting general Practice to Apoſto * 
lical Tradition, zs not an infallible Scriptun 4 
Rule, but only a Saying of Tertullian. TI: 
this the Vindicator replied ; © Is there then 
ce nothing infallible but Scripture Do&rineÞ 5 
<< IT hoped Mathematical Demonſtration, ficl 0 
Principles, and Inferences fairly draw! 10 
from them, might have had this Privilege. 
And is this, ſays the Replyer, at all to the pur bj 
poſe? Yes it is: For if there are other Way: li 
of coming at Truth and Evidence beſide 1 


1 Refpl P. 41. . See D ence, p. 63. Vindic. Part II A 
9, 10. * 3 Be Coron. Milit. 7 4 Reply, p- 50. No Sufficiel 
Reaſon, Oc. Part II. p. 26. 
| | ; Seri 


EST] 
. MM Scriptnre-DoTrine, then thoſe who don't pro- 
1 Ml duce Scripture-Doctrine may have other ſa- 
; . tisfactory Topicks to prove their Point; 
/ WW whereas the Reader might conclude from the 
No ſufficient Reaſon, that nothing but Scrip- 
E ture-DoGrine was certain or infallible. From 
whence the Vindicator rightly inferr'd, that 
then the Scriptures could nor be infallible. 
And thus *twas ſhewn that this Learned Au- 
thor deſtroy'd his Objection by his own Ar- 
gument. And is this not at all to the pur- 
poſe? But, continues the Replyer, Has he any 
Mathematical Demonſtration for the Neceſſity 
of his new Communion-Office ® Our Author 
very well knows, this Office is not preſs'd up- 
on him either with or without Neceſſity; and 
therefore, for his own ſake, I am ſorry to 
ſee him ſtrain to miſ-inform the Reader. He 
8 a5ks another Queſtion ; 1s Prayer for the Dead 
Firſt Principle? Or is it an Inference fairly 
drawn from one? To this I anſwer, that an 
infinitely perfect Being can neither be de- 
ceiv d nor deceive ; that God is ſuch a per- 
te& Being, I ſuppoſe this Author will admitt 
for a Firſt Principle, or one equivalent. From 
hence it follows, that thoſe who are inſpir d 
by God Almighty, and commiſſion'd to pub- 
liſh his Commands, will deliver nothing 
unauthoriz'd, and diſagreable to their In- 
ſtructions. Now, ſince I have prov'd that 
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Prayer for the Dead was general Practice, and 
had paſs'd uncenſur'd from one Age to ano- 
cher in Tertullian's Time; and that imme- 
morial Cuſtom muſt bring it up to the 
Apoſtolical Age: What can we conclude 
Teſs, than that it was authoriz'd by the Apo- 
ſtles? And by conſequence muſt be an In. 
ference, tho' not an immediate one, from 3a 
Firſt Principle. „ 

And now, to ask this Gentleman a Que- 
ſtion or two, who in my Opinion ſhould 
not inſiſt upon ſuch rigorous Proof; I de- 
ſire to know then, whether he has Mathema- 
tical Demonſtration, Firſt Principles, or In- 
ferences fairly drawn from them, to prove 
that S. Paul did not pray for One ſiphoru: 
after he was dead, or that the ſame Apoſtle 
did not comprehend the Dead as well as the 
Living in his ordering Supplication for all 
Saints; or that Prayer for the Dead was not 
deliver'd by Apoſtolical Tradition? Now if 
his Negative Proof falls, as it certainly does, 
much ſhort of the Evidence mention d; how 
comes it about that he exerts himſelf with ſo 
much Pains and Warmth againſt the Belief 
of the Primitive Fathers, againſt the Pra- 
ctice of the Univerſal Church for more than 
fifteen hundred Years together? = 
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He pretends one of his three Reaſons is 
overlook d: He complains of hard Treat-: 
ment, and is\o kind as to forgive it. Now, 

tho I thank him for his charitable Intention, 
I can't help ſaying he had no Occaſion to 
ſhew it; for there's nothing charg'd upon 
him, but what reſults by immediate Conſe- 
quence from his own Words. 

If Tertullian went off from the Church by 
Degrees, which our Author can't deny, then 
he ſtood ſtill ore clear from the Suſpicion 
of Montaniſm in A. D. 207, than ſome Years 
forward. And if ſo, the Omiſhon of the 
Words ſtill and more, alter the Senſe, and 
are not defenſible in the Replyer. * | 

Our Author having nothing to object tc to 
S. Perpetuas Orthodoxy, comes over again 
with her Brother Dinocrates, who died at 
ſeven Years old. For this Child, his Siſter 

ray'd aſter his Deceaſe; at which the Re- 
plyer takes Exception. And why (0? For 


1 6 that he was unbapriz'd, S. Arguſlin declares 
ſo is more than can be prov'd; and if fo, there's 
et no arguing from it; and 'tis more reaſonable 


to ſuppoſe the contrary, Well; but he was 
afterward tempted by his Father to Idolatry.'s 

And here this learned Gentleman would be 
inform'd, whether the YVindicator deſires to 
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have a Prayer made for any Perſon in this Con- 
dition? To this I anſwer, that ſince Dino- 
crates's Baptiſm can't be diſprov'd, the Vindi- 
cator went upon the Suppoſition of his hay- 
ing receiv'd it: This Suppolition, in regard 


he had ſo holy a Perſon as S. Perpetua to take 


care of him, may fairly be admitted; and 
then, if his Father afterwards dragg'd him 
to the Heathen Altars againſt his Will, his 
Infancy went a great way in his Excuſe. And 
to put the Caſe at the hardeſt, what Capa- 
city can a Child of ſeven Years have to 
diſtinguiſh between Truth and Falſhood, be- 
tween Heatheniſm and Chriſtianity 2 And 
thoſe who can't diſcern between Duty and 
Tranſgreſſion, are not of Age to tranſgreſs. 
And where there's no Underſtanding to di- 
rect, the Will can neither reach to Vertue or 
Vice. And ſince Baptiſm had made him a 
Chriſtian, his Infancy continu'd that Privi- 
lege to his Death, and ſhelter'd him from 
the Crime of Apoſtacy. I know. no Law 
that executes a Child for a Capital Fault at 
ſeven Years of Age; and why then ſhould 
our Author condemn them to everlaſting 
Burnings for ſo early a Miſcarriage e Be- 
ſides, tho' Dinocrates was ſeven Years old at 
his Death, he might be much younger when 
haled to the Heathen Altars. And farther, 
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SH 
as our Author tranſlates S. Anguſtin, he was 
tempted by his Father to Idolatry.* But then 
tempted does not neceſſarily imply Conſent 
to the Temptation. 7 
All theſe Circumſtances conlider'd, I can't 
ſee how S. Perpetua's Prayer for her deceas'd 
Brother Dinocrates can juſtly fall under 
Cenſure. And laſtly, ſuppoſing, but not 
granting, that S. Perpetua's Charity went 
| ſomewhat towards an Exceſs, what can our 
Author conclude from hence, but that Pray- 
er for the Dead was a receiv'd Cuſtom in 
the Church? For otherwiſe, why ſhould ſhe, 
= who was Orthodox, offer at ſuch an Aſſiſt- 
| ance 2 The Vindicator,to ſhew the Diſtincti- 
Jon between Traditions which are to be re- 
tain'd, and which may be dropt, obſerv'd, 
that“ One way is to look through all the 
periods of Chriſtianity, and examine how 
* the Practice went from firſt to laſt,” And 
is not the Conſent of all the Ages of Chri- 
ſtianity a good Rule for Belief and Practice? 
and to direct us in paſſing a Judgment upon 
Ineceſſary and non- neceſſary Things? And 
don't the Authentickneſs of the Canon reſt 
upon this Bottom 2 But, ſays the Replzer, how 
E/hould Tertullian's Contemporaries adt upon 
his Principle? "Twas impoſſuble for them to 
now how many of their Uſages would be re- 
ain d by After-Ages, and which they would 


1 Reply, p. 35. 


drop. 
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drop. Very likely! But tho* they could not 
all propheſy, they had other Teſts to try their 
Uſages by. No, continues our learned Ay- 
thor, the Vindicator will have it that the 
Obligations they lay under were not to be learn- 
ed from Scripture, or the Cuſtom of their own 
Time, but from the Behaviour of future Ages. 
But does the Vindicator aflert that Counte- 
nance from Scripture, Cuſtom, and Apoſtoli- 
cal Tradition, (for ſo he ſhould have put it) 
was no obligatory Ground to the Church 
contemporary with Tertullian? No ſuch Con- 
ſequence can be drawn from his Reaſoning. 
But as general Practice from firſt to laſt is now 
a good Topick, *rwas no leſs ſo in Tertulli- 
ans Time; for then they were nearer the 
Source of Light, and little more than an Age 
brought them up to the Riſe of Chriſtianity ; 
and therefore there was no occaſion for them 
to be ſolicitous about the Judgment of future 
Ages, and hang in ſuſpence concerning 
theſe Matters. Beſides, tho' general Practice 
from firſt to laſt is one Criterion for the 
Purpoſes above-mention'd, yet 'tis not the 
only one: The Vindicator affirm'd it no more 
than one way; but laid down other Teſts, 
which hitherto ſtand firm againſt the Replher. 

This Gentleman is willing to make the 
Reader believe, that, according to the Viudi- 
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cator, the Church had the ſame good Motives 


for warranting their communicating Infants, ar 


they had for Prayer for the Dead; and there- 
fore he can't ſee why it ſhould not have beer 
put in the New Service-Book. Now, ſuppo- 
ling we ſhould be miſtaken in dropping the 
communicating Infants, which is more than 
our Objector pretends; yet if we have 
prov'd it obligatory to pray for the Dead, 
why does he not join us in this Branch of 
Practice? Our being miſtaken in one thing, 


is no good Reaſon to deſert us where we 


are defenſible ; eſpecially fince he has been 
told, that in caſe he is willing to revive that 
ancient Cuſtom, we will never break with 
him about it. As for its being dropt, the 
Reaſons have been aſſign'd already. 

But the New Service-Book is what he can 
by no means digeſt; and yet as New as tis, 
the Alterations are all form'd upon the beſt 
Ancient Liturgies. And where he has ven- 
tur'd to attack it, he has had the ill Luck to 
fall foul upon his own.: And over and 
above, he knows the Uſe of this Liturgy was 
never requeſted of him or his Brethren as an 
Article of Coaleſcence. Why then all this 
unfriendly Reflexion, this unneceſſary Out- 


cry, this Declaration of War againſt the Pri- 
mitive Church? 


1 Reply. p. 56. 2 Fee Vindic. Part II, p. 110, 111. 
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To his Queſtion, why we don't pray for 
Angels, fince we have Inſtances of their Bene- 
volence and Concern for us?* my Anſwer 
is, that their Happineſs, as far as we know, 
is at the Height: They expect no Reſurrection 
to improve their Being, and complete their 
Perſon : Neither has there been any ſuch Cu- 
ſtom in the Churches of God + The old Mar- 
tyrs and Confeſſors have left us no ſuch Pre- 
cedent, as they have done for the Faithful 
departed. TY” | 

To prove that Communion does not always 
imply Prayer for thoſe with whom tis held, the 
learned Replyer obſerves rightly, that. we have 
Communion with the Father, Son, and Holy 


Ghoſt; and then ſubjoins, that zhere is no room 


for ſuch Prayers here. * To this it may be re- 


turn'd, that Communion implies Benevolence, 


which is to be exerted in proportion to the 
Condition of the Perſon it terminates upon. 


Thus, tho' God's Self-Sufficiency ſets him 


above Afliſtance , yet we ought to rejoice in 
his Happineſs. We ought to be' glad that 
the beſt Being is the greateſt; that ſo glori- 
ouſly benign a Nature is ſupreme in Power, 
and has his own Omnipotence to furniſh Sa- 
tisfaction. And when we pray to Him, we 
may in ſome Senſe be ſaid to pray for Him 
too: We are to pray that his Name may be 
glorified, that his Kingdom may come, and his 


— 
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Will be done; that his Grandeur may be ad- 
mir d, his Bounty acknowledg'd , and his 
Orders obey'd, In ſhort, Communion ſup- 
poſes Benevolence, and that draws Aſſiſtance, 
when the Subject is capable of Sa uy, it, 
'Tis true, where the Perſon or Being is ſelf- 
ſufficient, and uncapable of any, Addition, 
there Communion muſt be maintaind withe 
out Prayers for Improvement : For to pray 
that an infinitely perfect Nature may ad- 
vance in Happineſs, is vain, derogatory, and 
contradictious: But it does not follow from 

bence, that we can hold full Communion 
with imperfect Beings without an Offer at Aſ- 
ſiſtance, and endeavouring to raiſe their Con- 
dition. For when our Endeavours don't hold 
Proportion with our Power, "tis an Argu- 
ö ment Affection runs low, and that Charity 
is luke-warm and languid. And therefore 
his Inſtance of our having Communion with 


the Bleſſed Trinity, falls ſhort of his Purpoſe. 
g That it does ſo, he ſeems very ſenſible, by 
1 his ſaying it lies upon the Vindicator to proue 
. that the Saints departed are any way benefited 
by by the Prayers of thoſe on Eartb. And this 
1 he thinks cannot be inferr'd from their bein 
in a leſs perfect State of Happineſs till the Re- 
: ſarreFion. But tho' this may not be inferr'd 
. purely from their being in a leſs perfe& 


State; yet this Conſideration, join'd with the 
Conceſſion of their being of the ſame Society 
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with the Living, makes this Concluſion hold. 
And here, before I proceed, I muſt remind 
the Reader, thar what I have urg'd for this 
Point from Scripture, and the Practice of the 
Univerſal Church, ſtands yet und iſabled by 
the Replyer. | 
Having premis'd this, I ſhall give farther 
Evidence from the Reaſon of the thing, that 
if the Saints departed are in a State of imper- 
fect Happineſs, (which muſt be granted) 
then they may be benefited by the Prayers 
of the Living. ITS. + 2; 

This may be colle&ed by conſidering the 
Members of the Militant and Triumphant 
Church are of the ſame Body. And iince 
the Prayers of the Militant Diviſion are fer- 
viceable to cach other, whar Reaſon have we 
to faney they ſhould not reach to the Advan- 
tage of thoſe in the other World? As long 
as the Relation laſts, why ſhould net the Com- 
munication laſt too? Even Nature ſuggeſts 
what S. Paul tells us, that all the Members 
ſhould have the ſame Care one for another.. To 
make one Half of the Body unſerviceable 
to the other, is to diſparage the Structure, to 
diſable the OEconomy, and ſuppoſe it as it 
were Paralytical. On the contrary, when 
every Part contributes to the Advantage of 
the Whole, Life, Vigour and Harmony are 
beſt preſerv'd. And to inſtance in the Spiri- 
tual Body; by reciprocal Benefit, the Union 


—— —— — 


- — ——U— — — — 


— ä —ů 


t Cor. xii. 25. 


of 


[4] 
of each Molety is cloſer knit, the Functions 
of Charity are more diffuſive , and the Ex- 
pectation of their Meeting refreſh'd. - And 
therefore, unleſs the Natural is better framed 
for common Advantage than the Spiritual 
Body ; that is, unleſs the nobler Branch of 
the Compariſon is leaſt provided, and ſhort 
in Organs and Uſe, we may fairly inferr that 
interchangeable Offices for the Good of the 
Whole were originally deſign'd. This, I ſay, 
may be fairly inferr'd, when we conſider that 
the Saints deceasd are imperfectly happy; 
that the Soul, till the Reſurrection at leaſt, is in 
a State of Progreſſion; that her Powers may 
expand and ſhoot up to farther Improvement. 
The learned Author of No Sufficient 
Reaſon, & c. Part. II. p. 46. affirm'd Pray- 
ers for the Dead a ſort of Worſhip not duly au- 
thorix d by our Saviour, From hence the Vin- 
dicator argued , “ that if the African Chri- 
** ſtians practis'd any unwarrantable unau- 
* thoriz'd Worſhip, eſpecially in fo ſolemn 
e an Inſtance as this before us, the whole 
* Church muſt be involy'd in the like Mzsfor- 
tune. The Reaſon aſſign'd is, © becauſe 
the whole Church communicated with the 
* Africans, nor ever in the leaſt declar'd 
** againſt this pretended Corruption.” Bur 
this latter Clauſe the Replyer 1s pleas'd to 
overlook, But is it not ſtrange, that none ex- 


1 Vindic. Part 3 p. 98. | ks 
2 cepting 


cepting the Heretick Aerius ſhould take no- 
tice of this Corruption? That when the 


Church was in its beſt Condition, there ſhould 


no Remonſtrance be made againſt it? That 
all the Worthies of Antiquity ſhould be ſo 


negligently unconcern'd , and not have the 


leaſt Spark of our Author's Zeal about them? 
Thar inſtead of ſtanding off, and declaiming 
againſt this viſionary Will-Worſhip, this pol- 
luting the Holy Euchariſt with Impertinence, 
if no worſe; that inſtead of this Diſtance 
and Diſlike, they ſhould encourage their De- 
Iuſion, wait on it to the Altar, and make it 
part of their own Devotions? This is won- 
derfully ſurprizing : Tis a Riddle which 
will require ſome farther Pains to expound, 

Tic Viodlcatos gave his Reaſons why Dor- 
mitio in S. Cyprian ſignified Repoſe, and not 
Death. And that oblatio pro dormitione, 
means an Oblation for the Repoſe or Sleep 
of rhe Departed. Here our learned Gentle. 
man faſtens ſomewhat unexpectedly, and 
cries out, What Benefit can it be to a Man 10 
ſleep away his Time betwixt his Death and the 
ReſurreFion 2* And why ſhould Prayers or Ob- 
lations be pleaded for to that End e This 
Turn is ſomewhat ſingular: I don't queſtion 
but he remembers that Sleep in the Scripture- 
Language means the State of Separation, 
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Thus David, and many others, are ſaid to, 
ſleep with their Fathers. And here, I hope, 
our Author won't ſay they had much better 
been alive; for what Benefit can it be to them 
to ſleep away their Time, and lie by in a State 
of Inſenſibility? And if this won't do, his 
Objection 1s over. | 5 
He aſſerts that the Vindicator has not ſo 

much as an Inſtance to prove that (A- 
frica excepted) Prayer for the Dead was 
| ſo much as ever heard of during the firſt 
three Centuries.' Now, not to repeat the 
reſt of the Proof in the Defence and Vin- 
dication, I ſhall only remind him of one 
Teſtimony produc'd from Tertullian; where 
this Father acquaints us, that the Churches of 
8 Rome and Carthage, of Smyrna, &c. were 
“ cloſely united; that is, the Eaſtern, 
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t 
, Weſtern, and Southern Parts of Chriſten- 
p dom, liv'd in Harmony and communicated 


with each other; and this, at a time when 


. OT WW="rn5 
TTT 


d Prayer for the Dead had been in Africk, with- 

0 out Suſpicion of its being poſterior to the 1 
by Apoſtles : And does our Author think the 3 
E Chriſtians of Rowe and Smyrna knew nothing il 
13 of the Worſhip of the African Church? Did 

i neither Religion, Travelling,nor Trade,bring 

q any foreign Chriſtians to the famous Carthage, 

. which, it may be, was then the Fourth- rate 


City in the Roman Empire? And if they 


Reply, p. 64,5. 2 Vindic. p. 106. 
| came 


[46] 
came thither, or to any of thoſe, Quarters, 
they muſt of courſe be acquainted thar Prayer 
for the Dead was the Cuſtom of that Church, 
He endeavours to perſuade the Reader, that 


in the former Part of Pius IV. s Popedom, the C 
Church of Rome had not coined new Article; tl 
of Belief. * Under favour, ſhe had. For n 
Tranſubſtantiation was decreed by the Fourth I 
Council of Lateran, Halt-Communion by tt 
the Council of Conſtance, and Image-Wor. | 
| tip, to mention nothing farther, by ſeve- n 
ral Provincial Synods ; and therefore his 7 
Parallel, as the Vindicator remark'd, * can't „ 
bold. | 3 0 
The Vindicator argu'd that S. James, the ; 
famous Biſhop of Nziſibis, who prayed for 
the Dead, © muſt either practiſe this Cuſtom { 
© before his coming to Nice, or learn it e 
ce there; that is, from the Biſhops - who Mt 1 
& came from all Parts of Chriſtendom.” \ 
The firſt Part of this Alternative the Re. 
plyer is ſo kind as to grant, but will by » Wl 
means allow the latter: And why ſo, good t 
Sir? If the Queſtion had been put by 
S. James to the other Prelates, could they 
--not have inform'd him how the Practice 
ſtood, without drawing up a Decree and 


coming to a publick Reſolurion upon the 
Caſe ? And unleſs this latter had been done, 


— 


1 Reply, P. 66. * Vondic. p. 48. 
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the Point could not be ſuppoſed conciliarl y 
ettled. I 
je He objects, that the Vindicator reaſons 
from a Uniformity of Worſhip through all 
Chriſtendom, and from thence concludes, 
that becauſe the other Churches did not quarrel 
with the Africans about their praying for the 
Dead, therefore they all prayed for them. But 
| this our learned Replyer thinks a defective 
Inference; for, as he goes on, he might as 
well plead that S. Ambroſe faſted on Satur- 
days at Milan, becauſe the Pope did not quar- 
rel with him for not complying with the Cuſtom 
of the Romans; or that the Antiochians had 
not their Altars ſtanding to the Weſt, _ 
To the firſt Part of his Objection I an- 
ſwer, that in caſe other Churches had been 
of our Author's Opinion, and inſinuated 
Prayer for the Dead a heinous Error, they 
would without doubt have quarrel'd with 
the Africans to {ome purpoſe ; but ſince. we 
never hear any Complaint upon this Head, 
the Inference will be, they thought it lawful 
at the loweſt; and then Charity, without 
other Motives, would ſuggeſt the Practice. 
As to the reſt of what he objects, the not 
fiſting on Saturday, and the different Situa- 
tion of Altars; theſe are things of ſuch ſlen- 
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der Concern, that we need not wonder al 
Churches were left to their Liberty. | 
grant him the Ancient Chriſtians kept Ley 
differently, with reſpect to Time and Diet, 
without cenſuring each other, * But which way 
can this Variety of Length and Abſtinence 
be ſerviceable to him? Theſe indifferent Mat- 
ters fall far ſhort of the Significancy of Prayer 
for the Dead + There's no Article of Belief, 
no Inſtance of Benevolence concern'd in 
them. They maintain no Correſpondence 
with the other World, nor tie the Militant 
and Triumphant Church clofer together, 
And laſtly, neither do they make any Part 
in the higheſt Solemnities of Religion; and 
where there's no Proportion between Things, 
there can be no arguing from one to the 
other. i F 

He grants Prayer for the Dead was the 
Cuſtom of the former Part of the Fourth 
Century; and yet tells us that perhaps a 
good Part of the Fathers of the Council at 
Conſtantinople never heard of them, tho 
this Synod was held in the latter end of 
the ſame Century. Now, what likelihood 
there is in this, or what Conſiſtency with 
his own Conceſſions, he he may do well to 
conſider. © e lgeck | 


— a | | —_— 


= Reply, p · 68. N No 4 Id, 0 65 : 4 3 Id, | 
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- all The indicator cited Epiphanius s condem- 
= ning © Aerins for denying the Significancy of 
50 Prayer for the Dead, and making it Part 


iet. < of his Hereſy: And then puts the Que- 
ſtion, © How could the denying the Uſe- 


Wa 

5 << tulneſs of Prayers for the Dead be a Branch 
lat- * of Hereſy, unleſs it contradicted ſome 
ayer * Point of Belief cocval with Chriſtianity 2 
lief, (WY *©-fome Point of Belief contained in Scrip- 
| in * ture,or conveyed by Oral Tradition ?“ In 
-nce Oppolition to this, the learned Replyer asks 
rant three Counter-Queſtions : x{t, What doesb e 


think, ſays he, of the Quatto-decimani, who 
hept their Eaſter conſtantly on the fourteenthDay 
of the Month, until the latter end of the Se- 
cond Century, and onwards, and pleaded Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition for it? And yet the Ad vo- 
cates for this Obſervation are noted as plainly 
for Hereticks by Epiphanius as the Acrians.* 
To make this Imputation plainer, if poſſi- 
ble, this Father does put the Advocates for 
the Quarto-deciman Cuſtom in his Lift of 
Hereticks : And why ſo? Becauſe the Pra- 


neral Council, was great Obſtinacy and Diſ- 
obedience, to contravene the higheſt Au- 
thority, and hinder the Harmony of the 

Church, eſpecially when the Matter was in- 


1 Vindic. Part II. p. 70. 2 Rep'y, P. 69. 


Rice was otherwiſe ſettled by the Council of 
| Nice. Now to oppoſe the Decree of a Ge- 
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different : To do this, may reaſonably have 
a Mark of ſharp Cenſure ſet upon it. Thus 
the Advocates for the Quarto-decimani, who 
liv'd, after the Council of Nice, are call'd 
Hereticks ; but are thoſe. who were prior to 
this Synod, calPd ſo ? Does Epiphanius call 
S. Philip of S. John Hereticks for keeping 
Eaſter on the fourteenth Day of the Month 2? 
If not, the Vindicators Maxim holds good, 
and this Gentleman's Remark can do him no 
Service, 1 TFs 

2dly, Epiphanius is quoted again for rang- 
ing the Apotactici amongſt his Hereticks, and 
then the Queſtion is ask'd the Vindicator, 
What does he think of theſe? Why truly, it 
they condemn'd Property, as the Argunient 
ſuppoſes, and held it unlawful to keep any 
thing to themſelves ; I think they may fairly 
be ſtyl'd Hereticks. Such a Tenet, to ſay 
no more on't, is a flat Contradiction to 
S. Peter's Deciſion : This Apoſtle tells Ana- 
mas, Thy Land, whiles it remain d, was it 
not thine own? And afier it was fold, was it 
not in thine own Power ? If therefore the 
Apotactici declar'd againſt this Doctrine, 
What can we make leſs of them than 
Hereticks? 0 

3dly, TheReplyer asks the Vindicator, what 
does he think of the Luciferians? of whom 


—— 8 


— 


,, v. 4. Reply, p. 70. . 
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S. Auguſtin informs us, that they were put 


in a Lift of Hereticks for teaching the Soul 
to be ex tradluce This the Father calls a moſt 


fooliſh Error, but does not charge it as con- 


trary to any generally receiv d Doctrine cotual 


with Chriſtianity ; and it certainly was not. TO 


this I anſwer, That if maintaining the Soul to 
be ex traduce is a moſt fooliſh Error, then, 
without doubt, the receiv'd Doctrine coeval 
with Chriſtianity was by no means conſiſt- 
ent with it: Certainly original Chriſtianity, 
and ſtupid Miſtake, muſt have ſome Contra- 
riety between them. For to put S. Paul's 
Queſtion with ſome Variation, * What Co- 
munion has Truth with Falſhood > What 
Concord has Lieht with Darkneſs 2 And 
what Agreement has Wiſdom with Folly 2 Bur, 
24ly, The teaching the Soul to be ex tra- 
duce, is not only a woſt fooliſh, but a dan- 
erous Error. For if the Soul is ex traduce, 
tis diviſible; *tis by Conſequence material, 
and naturally mortal. Upon this Suppoſi- 
tion, Matter and Motion may inſult it, break 
through irs Texture, and batter it to No- 
thing. If the Soul is ex traduce, then Thought 


emerges purely from Corporeal Impulſes, 


from the Colliſion of the Object and Organ, 
and the Tilting of the Animal Spirits; and thus 


Ibid. 2 2 Cor. vi. 14, 15, 16. 


8 2 We 


— 


. 52.4 

we arc all ſunk to Machine and Clock-work ; 
for *ris but ſetting the Wheels on work, and 
the Underſtanding awakes, and the Functi- 
ons of Reaſoning go forward. Theſe are 
dangerous Notions, and fit only ta lay Lux- 

ury and Licentiouſneſs, Pride and Atheiſm 
aſleep; and we may be well aſſur'd, that the 
Chriſtian Religion was always an Enemy to 
ſuch Doctrine as this: And therefore, Im 

afraid, theſe Lyciferians muſt remain Here- 
ticks, after all the Aſſiſtance our Author can 
give them. And thus the three Inſtances in 
Hereſy ſtanding firm, his: Argument from 
Epiphanius muſt vaniſh, 

The Defender deſir d to know of the Au- 
ſwerer, Whether he would have rejected 
* the Communion of the Church in the 
© Reign of Conſtantine the Great, and when 
S. Ambroſe, S. Chryſoſtom, and S. Auguſtin 
** were living? But this Gentleman, both 
in his No Sufficient Reaſon, and Reply, evades 
the Queſtion, and won't tell us whether he 
would, or. would not, have communicated 
with the Church in that early unexception- 
able Period. Had the ⸗Vindicator been thus 
ſilent to his Interrogatories, he would not have 
ſcrupled acquainting the Reader,, that twas 
becauſe he was afraid of being catch'd, and 

had nothing to ſay for himſelf, But tho he 
keeps his own Reſolution a Secret, he inſi- 
nuates, that Queſtion might be anſwer'd 
without granting the Neceſſity, or _ the 
aw: 


. CI 
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| L awfulneſs of forſaking the Church we are of. 
fur the want of Praying for the Dead, which 


© 1 


15 what the Vindicator ſo earneſtly contends 
for.* And to this the Vindicator replies, 
that the Neceſſety, with reſpe& to Belief, 
being not within the Articles of Accommoda- 
tion, it ſhould not be made Part of the Dif- 
pute. But farther, our Learned Author may 
pleaſe to rememher, there are three other 
things defir'd ; and how does he know. 

but that if the other Points were granted, 
there might be a Temper found out to com- 
promiſe this? And tho' I-pretend to deter- 
mine nothing in this Matter, yet I ſhould be 

lad to fee the Caſe come up. 

The Learned Replyer thinks the Church in 
>. Cyril of Jeruſalem's Time went too far in 
their Euchariſtick Service: For tho? they did 
not apply to Saints or Angels for their Inter- 

ceſſion, yet they pray*'d God would hear the 
Prayers of the Church © Triumphant, to 
« make thoſe of the Militant Part more ac- 
© ceptable.” This he makes a very crimi- 
al Exceſs, and calls it an Afront to our Bleſ- 
ed Saviour's Mediatorial Office. * To this the 
indicator, having premisd he would deter- 
mine nothing upon this Head, told him the 
"exts produc'd to ſupport the Charge were 
entirely foreign to his purpoſe. And the 


— eas: 


J Reply, p. 71. ? No Sufficient Reaſon, p- 63. 
= 85 Perti- 
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Pertinency of theſe Texts, for what they were 
cited, he does not ſo much as offer to make 
good in his Reply, However, tho” the Pre. 
miſſes are left to ſhift for themſelves, he is 
reſolv;d to hold the Concluſion. He allows 
our Friends on Earth may be Mediators for 
us, that we may deſire them to pray for us. 
Neither does he deny it lawful for us to pray 
ro God to hear their Prayers. He only tells 
us, there's a vaſt Difference between theſe Ap. 
\ plications : And that there is no Danger that 
the Prayers of the former ſhould ever entrench 
on our-Saviour's Mediatory Office, nor any Ex- 
peFation that the other ſhould not. Now, 
tho”, as I ſaid before, I pretend to determine 
nothing, yet I would gladly be inform'd 
wherein the vaſt Difference lies? How does 
the begging God would hear the Prayers of 
the Patriarchs, Prophets and Martyrs, encroach 
upon our Saviour's Mediatorial Office? Does 
it ſuppoſe them crucified for us; that they 
made an Atonement for our Sins, or had 
any Share in our Redemption? He can't af- 
firm this. How then does it entrench ? It may 
be he will ſay, for he can ſay nothing elſe, that 
this Prayer ſuppoſes that the Patriarchs, Ge. 
know our Wants at what Diſtance ſoever; 
that this implies Omniſcience, and cloathes 


them with a Divine Attribute. To this! 
anſwer, | 


— 


— 


Reply, b. 72. 2 Ibid. 


Firſt, 


Firſt, That praying God would hear' the 
Prayers of the Church Triumphant, does not 
ſuppoſe that the Saints departed know every 
thing that is done Below. But tho' they 
ſhould be unacquainted with our Circum- 


* Wh fiances, may not their Charity exert for us in 
general Petitions ? Is it unreaſonable to ſup- 

poſe them praying for their Militant Brethren 
j in the Pſalmiſt's Language, The Lord hgar 
| le in the Day of Trouble, the Name of the 
# God of Jacob defend thee: Send thee Help 


rom the Sanctuary, and ſtrengthen thee out of 
Sion + Remember all thy Offerings, and accept 
thy Sacrifice. * This I perſuade myſelf our 
Author will not conteſt ; for he tells us he 
knows of no Objection againſt the Saints depart- 
d praying for the Church in general. And if 
hey pray for the Church in general, what 
Fault is it to pray that ſuch general Prayers 


as: ay be heard ꝰ Diſtance of Placa makes no 
Ws Difference: If 'tis lawful, to - requeſt God 
/ ould hear our Friends Prayers for us when 
e are together; 'tis no leſs lawful to beg 
be ſame Benefit, tho' never ſo remote from 
ng ach other io its cf; L's | „ ; 
n Secondly, For ought any thing our Author 


dect may reach the Terreſtrial Globe, and 
ur Circumſtances lic open before them. Our 


s Pſal-xx. Reply, p. 72. 
Saviour 


an prove to the-contrary, the Saints Above 
ay know what's done Below. Their Pro- 
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Saviour tells theSadducees, that at the Reſyr: 
rection the Bodies of Men ſhall be even as 7% 


tal: And as their Bodies ſhall then be even 15 


— — — —— — —U —— 
2 : - : 
= — — r — - "x Wie 
= LEI — N — 2 
* ——— _ — * — : 9 — 
- . a La - & 
8 —— It — AR : WAS. * 4 
—— — * — — * - — AC. I — 
— — 4 — - Te — > - 
— * = - , _ — : — "= 5 * 7 
> - C * ay p — — — 4 
— — — — — - whe. tion otro ggrn, cant na — 8 — 4 "i 
i 


"Y 
me © 1 = + 
WF & $H 
n 5 
1 
1 © 17 
1 
14.58 . 
HF 4 
16 f : 
; . N 
i \ 1 409 
1 
Ire 
44 N 
f! 1 
1 1 
ie 
TY 3 
e 
| SE 
1 
# + 
J 4 
i 4 


p 225 5 ER Fo * 1 * 1 n 5 
” 9 ©. : 
1 - 
[ ; 
* 8 ö Y 
3 4 
- 


Angels of God; that is, they ſhall be immor. 


the Angels, their Souls may not improbahly 


be ſo already. And that an'Angel's View 
_ carries a great Way, we may learn from G. 


briel, who told Daniel when his Supplication 


began, tho himſelf was at that time in Heaven, 


That the Saints departed are much happiet 
in Paradiſe than they could be in this World, 
1] believe our Author will not deny. And 
it their Happineſs is encreas d, we have gre 
Reaſon to conclude their Knowledge is en. 
creas'd too. And: ſuppoſing it ſhould in 
prove ſo far as to, acquaint them with th 
Condition of their Friends in-this World, 
Heterodoxy would follow from hence. Fo 
Thirdly, This Suppoſition would gif 
them no Divine Attribute, nor ſet them abo 
the Privilege of a Creature. The Saints 6 
ceas'd may underſtand how things go up! 
our Earth, and yet be ignorant of wil 
paſſes in other Parts of the Univerſe : Ai 
if their Mind could furniſh them with Int 
ligence from the whole Creation, yet ti 
might know little of what was paſt, and 
thing of what was to come: And if fo, ti 
muſt fall vaſtly ſhort of Omniſcience. A 
granting they knew every thing paſt, p 


5 8 Math. xxl 30. 5 Pan. ix. 23 · 
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. ſent, and to come, this would by no means 
he carry up to Divinity: For all this glorious 
8 Furniture would only be precarious, and 
47 might be taken away the next Minute. No- 
ply thing bur unborrow'd Excellence, nothing 
ew but independent Greatneſs, can enter the 


UW Effence of the Deity. Thus tho! the Saints 


in departed ſhould be particularly acquainted 
en with the State of the Church Militant , this 
ie Suppoſition would be no rivalling God Al- 
lch 


mighty's Prerogative, nor conſequently make 
them encroach upon our Saviour's Office. 
Too proceed; the Learned Replyer won t 
S er Jield that any of the Church Triumphant prays 
for particular Perſons, till tis made apparent 
that they know who they are that inhabit this 
World, and what things they ſtand in need of. 
"Tho? this ha eli 
to know whether when we pray for all the 
Sick, without knowing their Names, Diſeaſes, 
or Wants, or for a/ thoſe afflicted in Mind, 


) Body or Eſtate, tho' we are acquainted with 
| wlll but few of them; I defire to know whether 
: "Wl this is a juſtifiable Prayer? If *cis nor, then 
h Ing this Gentleman condemns the Church of 
ct i England's Devotions, and his own. But if 
and i tis juſtifiable, then tis to be hoped the Saints 
ſo, ll Above may be allow'd the ſame Liberty. 


And notwithſtanding the Text in Iſaiah 
would do him little Service, tho' home to 


is has been anſwer'd already, I detire 
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his Purpoſe, yet upon Enquiry, I believe it 
may fall ſhort of his Collection. The Words 
are, Doubtleſs thou art our Father, tho Abra- 
ham be ignorant of us, and Iirae} acknowledge 
#5 not. But how is our Author ſure, that 
by being ignorant in this Place is meant more 
than diſregarding upon the {core of Misbe- 
haviour? And in this Senſe the following 
Words, acknowledge us not, ſeem to explain 
it. And to this Signification our Saviour's 
Saying, I never knew you, mult plainly be in- 
terpreted. * And that Abraham after Death 
was not ignorant of the Affairs of his Poſte- 
rity, is not obſcurely inſinuated in our Sa- 
viour's Parable reported by S. Lake, z Abra- 
ham ſaid, Son, remember that thou in thy Life- 
time receivedſt thy good things, and likewiſe 
Lazarus evil things, And does not this im- 
ply Abraham's Knowledge of both their for- 
mer Conditions? And tho' a Parable is not 
to be ſtrain'd entircly up to the Letter, yet 
neither are we to ſuppoſe any Incongruity 
in the Parts of it. Tis not Jikely our Sa- 
viour would make Abraham ſay what was 
impoſſible for him to know. 

To avoid the Citation from the Reve- 
lations, + brought to prove that © the good 
* Piviſion of the Deceas'd know ſomething 
© of our Condition; he offers three things; 
© the firſt is Doctor Hammond's Comment, 


. 
* 8 % r 


1 IL/ai Ixiii. 16. S. Matb. vii. 23. Luke xvi. 25. 
4 Revel. vi. 9 10, (1. Vindice p. 99. | 
© who 
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e who interprets the Place only of the Mar- 


« tyrs Blood crying for Vengeance. But the 
Text ſays, S. John ſaw under the Altar the 
Souls of them tbat were ſlain for the Word of 
God : That white Robes were given to every one 
of them: And that they were order'd to reſt a 
while. Now, with due Reſpect to the Doctor's 


Memory, to expound all this of their Blood, 


is ſuprizingly forc'd and foreign, eſpecially 
if we conſider that the Scene of the Viſton is 
plainly in Heaven, where the Martyrs Blood 
could not be. 2 And thus our Author's ſecond 
Effort muſt likewiſe give way. 

But, 3dly, he urges, that ſuppoſing the Re- 
preſentation was in Heaven, Prophetical Viſions 
were never intended for Meaſures of Duty. * 
Well: To waye unneceſlary Diſputes ; if the 
Viſion was intended for Uſe and Inſtruction; 


if tis corroborating Evidence, that the Tranſ- 


ations in this World are not imperceptible 
to the other, that's ſufficient for the Vindica- 
tor's Purpoſe, 

The Vindicator © deſir'd to be inform'd, 
* whether tis not lawful to pray to God 
for that which 'tis lawful to wiſh for? 
The Replyer determines in the Negative. He 
ſays, a poor Man may wiſh for a large Eſtate, 
and a Subject for a Sovereigniy, under ſome 


Limitations. And yet if this was made Part of 


conſtant Devotion, he much queſtions the Law- 


1 


8 


— 


4 Reply, p. 74. 2 Fee Revel. iv. 1. 3 Reply, p- 74- 
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fulneſs of it." To this it may be reply'd, 
that for a poor Man to be always letting his 
Fancy looſe afcer Wealth and Figure, is an 
idle and exttavagant Wiſh; tis a Sign he is 
poor in his Head, as well as in his Pocket: 
And 'tis much the ſame for a Subject to lie 
reaching at Crowns and Scepters. But tho 
we are not to wiſh, nor conſequently to pray 
for Whimſies or Impoſſibilities, of which he 
gives an Inſtance; tho' we are not to with 
or pray for things, where our Deſires are 
commonly the Reſulr of Avarice or Ambi- 
tion, or at leaft ſuppoſe an over-rating Solici- 
touſneſs for the Concerns of this Lite, which 
our Saviour and his Apoſtles have forbidden; 


tho! our Prayers are not to follow our Wiſhes 


in ſuch indefenſible Sallies : Yet where 
Spiritual Advantage and future Happineſs 
may be promoted, there our Prayers may ſe- 
cond our Wiſhes, and go along with them. 
And as for his Paſſenger in à Storm at Sea, he 


may lawfully wiſh and pray that God would 


pleaſe to lay the Wind, and lend him ſafe a- 
Moar; but if he wiſhes to be ſnatch'd out of 
the Ship, and convey d home through the Air 
in a Moment, I think he ought rather to wiſh 
for his Wits again. And here I muſt com- 


plain a little of this Gentleman for affirming 


that the Vindicator vindicated the Practice of 
praying God, that the Interceſſion of the Pa- 


F lid. Math. vi. Philip. iv. 3 Reply, p. 74, 75- 
triarchs, 


* 


61 } 
triarche, & c. might be accepted. But this 


dicator argued and ask d ſome Queſtions; 
but then all this was done without interpo- 
ling his own Opinion. He told this Author 
expreſly, that he would determine nothing 
upon this Head, * | 

As to the reſt of the Argument from S. Cy- 
ril's Teſtimony, the learned Replyer has not 
thought fit to engage it. x 

We are now come to S. Jerom; and here 


he asks, Whether the Vindicator really thinks 


the Biſhops Impoſition of Hands in Confirma- 
tion ariſes only from Tradition? What if 
not only? If the Authority for this Practice 
reſts jointly upon Scripture and Tradition 
| ſuppoſe that may ſuffice, Beſides, I de- 
fire to know once more, whether Lucifer 
and his Party were ever charg'd with relying 
too much upon Tradition? 

The Vindicator, in Return to what the 
No Sufficient Reaſon, &c. offer'd from S. Je- 
roms Commentary upon Galatians vi. re- 
ply'd, © That notwithſtanding Prayers for 
each other come too late at the Judgment 
„Day, it does not follow they are inſigni- 
* ficant in the mean time.“ Againſt this An- 
ſwer, the Replyer draws up four Argu- 
ments: 5 


* 


" Reply, bid. * Vindic. p. 73. See Vindic. p. 74, 75. 
Nehhy, p. 76. 5 Vindic. P. 77. © Vindic. p. 78. 


Firſt, 


is plainly overcharging. Tis true, the Vin- 
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- Firſt, He affirms that this Conceſſion, tha i # 
& Prayers for the Dead come too late at the t 
ce Judgment. Day, does not well con ſiſt With b 
the Vindicator' Doctrine. 0 
But here the Objector over-looks the Force WM V 
of the Vindicator's Anſwer; for tho? even 
one muſt bear their own Burden at the la 
Day, and then Interceſſion avails nothing; , 
yet. from hence it does not follow, but that F 
in the Interval, between Death and Judg. Ml 
ment, Prayers offer'd with the Euchariſtic f. 
Sacrifice may be beneficial to the Deceas'd MW. 
and procure them a nrore merciful 'Tryal, 
And thus the Vindicator neither contradics|" 


himſelf, the ancient Church, nor S. Jeron 
I ſay S. Jerom For that this Father muſt be 
underſtood in this Senſe, and not with re 
ſpe& to the intermediate Period, cannot bt 
deny'd, unleſs we will aſſert S. Jerom wi 
altogether againſt Prayer for the Dead. Bu 
what Shadow of Likelihood in ſuch an Al. 
ſertion ? S. Jerom liv'd when S. Auguſtin inf 
forms us Prayer for the Dead was practist 


by the Univerſal Church, and made Part of” * 
the Prieſt's Devotions every where at the e 
tar: If S. Jerom then had diſallow'd Pray 8 
for the Dead, he could not have officiated i n 


a Prieſt, nor join'd with the Church in br 


We 


q Reply, p-. 78, 2 Defence and Vindication; 


Euchariſt 
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Euchariſtick Service: And if he had liv'd in 


ut . Nd 1 
he chis detach d uncommunicating manner, our 


Author may be aſlur'd we ſhould have heard 
of it; and thus his laſt Objection mult go off 
| with the reſt. | 1 
The No Sufficient Reaſon, in a Paroxyſm of 
u Zeal for his Principles, call'd Tradition, 


ce 
ey 


a wretchedly precarious Ground. To this the 


indicator reply d, © That the World went 


that 


1 Inſtruction: And for the reſt of the Argu- 
ment, referr'd the Reader to what he had elfe- 
rya c where offer'd.”* And only ask d, whether 


the Author would ſay, That God had no 
* Regard for the Happineſs of Mankind du- 
* ring that Period? But then he made no 
Compariſon between written and oral In- 
ſtruction : He was far from giving a Prefer- 
ence to the latter: And therefore the Replyer 
firming that his way of Arguing makes our 
aviour's committing his Goſpel to writing, a 
uperfluous Work, is a moſt injurious Repre- 
entation. But for the moſt part. of the firſt 
wo thouſand Years, he ſays the Lives of 
en were much longer, and therefore could 
Petter preſerve Tradition. That's true; but 
hen from Abraham to Moſes, - which was 
ore than Four hundred Years, the Ante- 
liluvian Length was vaſtly ſhortned ; and 
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time. He argues farther, that when Mens 


the World then drown'd for want of written 


our Author might as well have drown' 
them becauſe they could not fly; for by 
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yet there was no written Law during that 


Lives were at the longeſt, Tradition did not 
then ſo effeFually preſerve the Knowledge of 
God's Will; but that he was provoł d to ſend | 
Flood, and waſh all the Ungodly away. * Was 


Inſpiration 2 Then they were drown'd for an 
Aſſiſtance which was out of their Reach. And 


his Reaſoning they were under a Neceſſity of 
being deſtroy'd and periſh'd. for an Impolli. | 
bility :' And how well ſuch Doctrine can be 
reconcil'd to the Goodneſs of God, I lea 
this Gentleman to conſider. 13 
Twas argu'd in the Defence, &c. That 
* the Practice of the Univerſal Church was 
ce a ſufficient Reaſon for Reliance, and ſuper. 
* ſeded the Neceſſity of any other; and that 
S. Auguſtin himſelf went upon this Ground.“ 
And here the Vindicator endeavour'd the do. 
ing {>me Juſtice to the Learning, Courage, 
Integrity, and other Advantages of the at- 
cient Church. This our learned Obje@or i 
pleas'd to call a Rhetorical Flourifh; * and tell 
us, that the Arguing is exactly of the ſam 
Strain with that of the Vindicator of the hi. 
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op of Meaux in behalf of Prayers for the Dead? 


What that Vindicator's Strain is, I don't know; 
having not the Book by me, nor read it fince 
it firſt came out; but that the Arguing is far 
from being exactly the ſame, is evident, be- 
cauſe I have produc'd unexceptionable Au- 
thority for praying for the Dead, which that 
Aut bor could not alledge for praying to them. 
Bat, ſays the Replyer, are we to learn our Du- 
ty from the Example of the Fifth Century, ra- 
ther than from the Doctrine and Practice of 


our Saviour and his Apoſtles? To ſatisfy this 


Queſtion, I need not repeat what has been 
offer'd to prove Prayer for the Dead a-Cu- 
ſtom coeval with the Apoſtolical Age; this 
needs not be repeated: I only deſire to know 
whether there's any Contradiction between 
Prayer for the Dead, and the Do#rines or 
Pracłkices of our Saviour and his Apoſtles 2 


| That there is fuch a Repugnancy, our Au- 
| thor's Reaſoning ſuppoſes ; and yet he has 


hitherto been pleas'd to Keep the Proof to 
himſelf, The Scripture is ſo far from diſ- 
countenancing this Recommendation of the 
Dead, that we have alledg'd probable Argu- 
ments both for S. Paul's Precedent and Com- 
mand. | : 

Farther ; if, as has been prov'd, Prayer for 
the Dead is included in the Communion of 
Saints, and the Communion of Saints is 
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1 Reply, p. 81. 
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[166 ] 
an Article of the Creed and Scripture: 
Doctrine, then Prayer for the Dead is like- 
wile an Article of Belief and Scripture. 
Doctrine. F 5 . 

If the Dead are purpoſely excluded by the 
Words MILITANT HERE ON EARTH, 
and comprehended in the Litany and Burial- 
Office, as the Defender obſerv'd, and the 
learned Replyer does not deny; then there is 
a plain Inconſiſtency in the Common Prayer- 
Book : For if putting the Dead in on pur- 
pole in one Petition or Collect, and throwing 
them out on purpoſe in another, is not Inconſi- 
ſtency and Contradiction of Deſign, Language 
and Logick ſignify little. | 

As to the Propoſals made to this Gentle- 
man and his Brethren, the Streſs for Non- 
compliance is laid by the No Reaſoner 
** upon the Point of Diſobedience, and not 
& upon the Unlawfulneſs of the things 
r themſelves. From hence the Vindica. 
tor proceeded to prove theſe Gentlemen at 
Liberty to tranſact, and that the four 
Uſages deſir'd were not propos'd as ne- 
ceſſary things; and that their refuſing à 
Coalition upon this foot, brought the Ap- 
plication of S. Paul's Rule directly againſt 
them, and made the Breach lie wholly or 
their ſide. + The learned Replyer objects, 


— 


1 Reply, p. 82. 2 Vzndic: p. 87, 88. 3 Rom. xiv 
4 Vindic. p. 88, fo 92. b hs 


that 
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that the Vindicator has carry'd- the In4epens> 
dency of the Church to a greater Height than 
can reaſonably be aſſented to; and would 


| gladly know who ever taught it lawful to break. 


off from the State for the ſake of things in- 
different. My Anſwer is, this is not the 
Noxjurors Caſe ; for have they not quitted 
the publick-Communion, and got clear of 
the Reſtraints mention'd by him? As Mat- 
ters ſtand,what can they break through,more 
than they have done already 2 Have not ſome 
of the Principal Perſons amongſt them Con- 
ſecrated with the Mixture, uſed the Oblatory 
Prayer before the Diſtribution of the Ele- 
ments, and thrown in a Supplemental Petition 
for Deliverance from Fire? And why then ſo 
full of Scruples againſt an Accommodation ? 
Why is the Word BLESS become ſo in- 
tolerable? And why will they rather make a 
Rupture, than admitt of ſo inoffenſive and, 
comfortable a Syllable 2 And what Liberty 
would it be more than they have taken al- 


ready, if the Words Militant here on Earth. 


ſhould be omitted 2 For ſome Omiſſions they 
have certainly made. Beſides, I humbly con- 
ceivethe Regards of Charity and Union ſhould 
have hinder'd breaking for indifferent things, 
and kept them with us at preſent. And if 
the unlikely Caſe had ever happen'd, it would 
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then have been time enough for debating the 
___ | 
But the Smalneſs of our Numbers is made 
an Exception: It ſeems we are but a Few. 
This would have been a good Argument for 
Jews and Heathens againſt Chriſtianity, 
when firſt pabliſh'd ; and no leſs ſtrong 
againſt our Reformation, had only the pre. 
ſent Age been confider'd. Are we then to 
go' to the Poll for Right and Wrong, for 
Truth and Falſhood ? And is our Author not 
aware how other Parties may turn this Ar. 
gument upon him? However, ſince Num- 
bers look ſo big in his Fancy, we may ven- 
ture a little upon this Iſſue. For if we may 
juſtly conclude,that the Chriſtians of the firſt 
Five Centuries (to go no farther) would not 
recant their Worſhip, nor change their Com- 
munion, were they now living: I ſay, if we 
may juſtly conclude this, then we have a no- 
ble and numerous Alliance; then fo large a 
Communion is not alive on the Earth; then 
we can compute with formidable Figures, 
and the old Armies of Millions are but a 
handful to us. And therefore, as El:jah 
told his Servant frighted with the Syrian For- 
ces, we may ſay to our old Brethren, that 
They that are with us, are more than they that 
are with them.* | 

The Learned Replyer will have it, that the IF? 
Vindicator's Argument for Compliance zs the I 
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ſame with that urg d by the Diſſenters. * Jou; 

ſay they, own your Ceremonies are not neceſſary, 
. we ſay they are unlamful; therefore you ought to 
[ lay them aſide, to heal the Breach, Under fa- 
r vvour, the Parallel won't hold: For the Church 
„of England aſſerts ſome Ceremonies neceſſa- 
> ry; that the Governing Part has a Right to 
determine upon the Quality and Number ; 
and that other Members are bound to obey 
in indifferent Matters. But if the Di/enters 


or 
ot could prove any thing enjoin'd unlawful, 
\r. the Church of England would not require 


| their Obedience in ſuch a Caſe. But in the 
Debate between us and our old Brethren, 
the Matter of the PROPOSALS: is ſup- 


a 

7 | pos'd lawful on both ſides. Now this makes 
not the Caſe quite different, and deſtroys the 
m- Force of the Compariſon. And over and 
we above, I leave the Reader to judge whether 
no- this Author does not encourage the Diſſenters 
—— ſtakes, by requiring, in Points of Worſhip, 
hen Inn explicit Warrant from Scripture, an undiſ- 
ies, Nputed exe, to almoſt a Calviniſtical Exceſs. 
ut 4 The Vindicator put the Author of No Suf- 
jab Neient Reaſon in mind, © that in regard twas 
For- left to the Choice of our old Friends to 


declare the Articles propos d indifferent, 
therefore the Objection of their Eſſentiali- 
ty was out of Doors.“ But this is what the 
arned Replyer cannot comprehend. * Not 
dmprehend ! that's ſomewhat ſurprizing. 
there then no Room for indifferent Mat- 
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ters e Are we chain'd down to a preciſe 


free, yet have I made myſelf a Servant unto all: 
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Length of Ground? Are we barr'd and 
bounded in every Inſtance? And have we 
no Reſerves for Choice, no Latitude for Pra- 
&ice or Omiſlion 2 Did this Learned Gentle. 
man never comply with a leſs improv'd Un- 
derſtanding than his own, and reſign ſome 
Part of his Liberty to Friendſhip, and com- 
mon Advantage? Certainly there are many 
things even in Religion which we may do, 
or let alone, as Circumſtances ſuggeſt. S. Paul 
ſuppoſes this Latitude, and enjoins us to re- 
lax. He tells us expreſly we ought to baulk 
our Pleaſure, and part with our Convenience, 
rather than give Offence, and ſhock the 
Weakneſs of others. I am perſuaded, ſays he, by 
the Lord Jeſus. that there is nothing unclean of 
it ſel F. But if thy Brother be griev'd with thy | 
Meat; that is, if he thinks thou indulgeſt 
thyſelf in forbidden Diet; then the Injun- 
Rion runs forbear, and comply with his Infir- 
mity : For tis not good to do any thing where- 
by thy Brother is offended. No; let us rather 
follow after the things which maße for Peace, and 
things whereby one may edify another. * And as 
this is the Apoſtle's Rule, ſo tis his Example 
too. To give his own Words; Tho I an 


Unto the Fews, | became as a Jem, that I might 
gain the Jews : > That is, he obſerv'd Part of 
the Ceremonial Law, rho' he knew himſelf 


— 


— 


1 Rom. xiv. 14, 19, 21. 2 I Cor. ix. 19, 20. 


unde! 


V 
under no Neceſſity of doing ſo. And whether 
he complied with an expreſs ſaving of his 


Liberty, is a Queſtion. That once he did not, 
I think is plain from the Advice given him 


Brethren, they are under no ſuch Reſtraint; 
they may, if they pleaſe, publiſh the Indiffe- 
rency of the Four things, they © may de- 
e clare their Practice means no more than 
* Temporary Conceſſions, and Expedients 
* for Union. > And does not ſuch a Decla- 
ration proclaim the Reaſon of their Compli- 
ance, and ſecure their Opinion? How can 
| they ſay, we urge them to behave themſelues as 
if theſe Uſages were Eſſential, when they may, 
if they pleaſe, enter their Caveat publickly, 
and declare them otherwiſe e And therefore, 
in fine, nothing can be more evident, than 
that the frequent Objection of ESSE NTIA- 
L ITY, ought never to be mention'd. Thus 
tho' a Deſire of Union made us willing to 
ſtretch to the urmoſt Length, and leave our 
| Brethren a Latitude; yet we hoped Harmo- 

ny and Practice, Time and Recollc&ion, 
might diſentangle their Prejudices, bring 
them to a clofer Sentiment with the Ancient 
Church, and open a Diſcovery of the Impor- 
tance of theſe Matters. But after all our De- 
tence, it ſeems we have groundleſiy revolted: * 

That is, we have revolted to all the Ancient 


— —— — — oonm—_—_ 


* 9 
- 


1 As xxi. 23,24 2 Vindic. p.91. 3 Reply, p. 85. 
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by S. James and the Elders. * But as for our 
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Eiturgies, and gone into the Practice and Be: 
lief of the Primitive Church _ | 
The Vindicator cited S. Auguſtins Rule for 
collecting Apoſtolical Tradition, and brought 
it home to his Caſe: But this the Repljer 
ſays is but the Opinion of a ſingle Father, 
who by his Retractations confeſſes himſelf not 
infallible; and then asks the Vindicator, whe- 
ther he gives the Aſſent to every thing S. Au- 
guſtin ſays, that be requires to be given to this 
Citation. In return to this; I deſire to be in- 
form'd by this learned Gentleman, whether 
S. Auguſtin s Teſtimony is of any Weight or 
no? If 'tis not, to what Purpoſe does he cite 
him more than once in the Controverſy be- 
fore us? If 'tis of any Significancy, why 
muſt not my Quotation be allow'd its Force, 
as well as his own? I deſire to be inform'd 
farther, whether becauſe S. Auguſtin might 
miſtake his Way in allegorizing a Text, and 
driving it to a Myſtick Senſe; therefore we 
muſt not regard him where he has ſo much 
Light and beaten Path for Direction? Not 
where he lays down a Rule for fo moment- 
ous a Deciſion? 1 
The Author of No 1 &c. al. 
* ſerts, No one has Reaſon to promiſe himſelf 
* any good Effect from theſe Prayers for the 
ce Dead, nor can any one ſhew of what realUſe 
they can be.” Upon this the Vindicator puts 
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1 Vindie. p. tos. 2 Rephy, p. 90. No Sufficient * 
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AE 
the Queſtion, ©* And is not this tantamount | 
« to declaring them inſignificant? And if in- 
« ſignificant, they mult be ill, as has been al- 
« ready prov'd.” * Now the Replyer con- 
feſſes their Inſignificancy, neither does he de- 
ny their being ill upon that ſcore. Indeed, 
there can be no Apology in the Caſe; for, 
without doubt, to pollute the moſt ſolemn 
Part of Devotion with Superſtition and Im- 
pertinence, and offer up the Euchariſtick Sa- 
criſice to no manner of Purpoſe, muſt be a 
ſenſleſs unwarrantable Practice. Now, this 
being the plain Conſequence of this Gentle- 
man's Aſſertion, the Vindicator's Remark is 
right, viz. That he © ſticks the Blemiſh of 
«Folly and wrong Worſhip upon the Memory 
ce of the whole Church of S. Auguſtins Age. 
For this Father affirms, that Prayer for the De d 
made every where Part of the Prieſts Deyo= 
tion at the Altar. The Replher aſſerts, that 


no one has any reaſyn to promiſe himſelf any good 


from them. Now if there is no reaſon why 


they ſhould be ud, nor any Benefit to be 
expected from them, they are ſolemn Imper- 
tinence, they are no better than the Sacrifice 
of Fools ; and then, without queſtion, if our 
Author's Doctrine holds true, the Univerſal 
Church in S. Auguſtins Time was much 


2 Vindic. p. 82, 106. 2 Auguſtin, de Cura pro mor- 
tuls gerenda. 
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to blame for incorporating them, as it were, 
with the Divineſt Part of the Chriſtian Inſti- 
tution. T'm afraid therefore, this learned 
Gentleman is miſtaken, in ſaying,” Twas not his 
Province to enquire how ill ſuch inſignificant 
Prayers are;* for unleſs he proves them nor 
1, he has inevitably thrown no ordinary 
Blemiſh upon the whole Church of the Fifth 
Century. As to this Gentleman's Com- 
plaint of Miſrepreſentation, by being re- 
ported to have ſaid “ that all Chriſtendom 
of S. Auguſtin's Age would join in a Practice 
** they thought ill or inſignificant: This, upon 
a Review, I confeſs, is more than the Au- 
thor of No Sufficient Reaſon aſſerted; and 
therefore thoꝰ for Miſreports that Author is 
more indebted to the Vindicator than this 


comes to, yet he asks his Excuſe. 


The No Sufficient Reaſoner puts this Que- 
ſtion to the Defender, Does S. Auguſtin ſay 
Prayer for the Dead was always practis' d? 
The Vindicator anſwers, © N Implication hc 
does ſay it.” The Replyer ſeems unſatiſ- 
fied with the Proof. Now to prevent unne- 
ceſſary Length of Diſcourſe, I ſhall change 
the Medium, and make good the Vindlica- 
tors Aſlertion in a very few Words: S. Augu- 
ſtin in two places, cited by the Vindicator, 


- Reply, P. 95s ? I Vindic. p. 
aſſerts, 


r Vindic. p. 81, 82. 
ro. Reply p. 90, 91. 
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Ty 

afferts, © the Practice of the Univerſal 
« Church a ſufficient Proof of Apoſtolical 
% Tradition: And that the recommending 

& the Dead at the Holy Altar was the Pra- 
<« ice of the Univerſal Church.” From hence 
the Concluſion neceſſarily follows, that S. Au- 
guſtin believ'd Prayer for the Dead an Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition, and by Er er al- 
al practis d. 

Thus S. Auguſtin is manifeſtly ours; but 
then the Application is conteſted, and the 
learned Replyer draws down two Syllogiſms 
to prevent its being ſerviceable. His In- 
ſtance in the communicating of Infants, has 
been ſatisfy'd already, and therefore muſt be 
paſs'd over. His other Syllogiſm ſtands thus: 
That which after S. Augultin's Days was held 
by the Univerſal Church, is rightly believ'd an 
Apoſtolical Tradition : Prayer to the Saints was 
then held by the Univerſal Church; therefore 
Prayer to the Saints is rightly believ a an 
Apoſtolical Tradition. 

This is extraordinary Reaſoning ; ; let us ſee 
whither it will lead us. His major Propo- 
ſition ſuppoſes that the Fifteenth and Sixteenth 
Centuries were equally Orthodox and Un- 
blemiſh'd with the Fifth: And that no Mis- 
belief, no wrong Worſhip was univerſally 
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receiv'd in ſo long a Succeſſion of Time. I ſay: 
this muſt be ſuppos'd in his firſt Propoſition, 
For otherwiſe, if there lie juſt Exceptions 
againſt ſome of the Centuries from S. 4y. 
guſtin's Time down to the Council of Trent, 
which won't hold againſt the Ages Prior or 
Contemporary with this Father; then that 
which was held by the Univerſal Church in 
theſe later Periods cannot be ſo well rely'd 
on for Apoſtolical Tradition, as what was 
held by the whole Church, either contempo- 
rary. with, or prior to S. Auguſtin. But that 
the Sixteenth Century was equally uncxcep. 
tionable with the Fifth, and thoſe before, is, 
I know, more than our Author will allow; 
and therefore his major Propoſition muſt 

Gok, and his Syllogiſm miſcarry. 
» And if his Minor is examin'd, 'tis to be 
fear'd even that may prove ſomewhat un- 
R FREE 
ws Bor that Prayer to the Saints was held by 
the Univerſal Church in the Ages after S. Au- 
guſtins Time, is what our Author can never 
prove. S. Auguſtin aſſures us, that Prayer for 
the Dead made every where Part of the Prieſts 
Devotion at the Holy Altar. But Prayer 10 
tht Saints made no where, nor at any time 
that we know of, Part of the Prieſts De- 
votion at the Altar. For there arc no Pray- 
ers to the Saints in the Clementine nor 
in S- James's Liturgy, nor in S. Mark's, nor 
| | in 


2 


in S. Chryſoſtom s, nor in S. Baſil's Liturgies 


for the Patriarchates of Conſtantinople and 


Alexandria; nor in the Ethiopian Liturgy; 
nor in thoſe, of Weſtorius and Severus; nei- 
ther is any Prayer to Saints, in the Got bo- 
Gallican, Old Gallican, or Moſarabick Miſ- 
ſals: No, nor ia the Roman Canon of the 
Maſs. © : | 
If the Learned Replyzer objects, that not- 


withſtanding ſuch Prayers were not in the, 


Communion-Service, they might be in other- 
Offices; I anſwer, they might be won't ſerve 
his Turn: His Propoſition aſſerts, they 


were. I grant the preſent Church of Rome has 
Prayers to the Saints in her Litany, tho' not 


in her Canon. But that this was the Practice 
even in the Church of Rome, or in all other 
Independent Churches, eſpecially in the 


Ages near S. Auguſtins Time, is neither 


certain, nor indeed probable. However, 


Probability, if he could have it, falls ſhort 


ff his Undertaking : His Buſineſs was to 
bring full Evidence that Prayer to the Saints 


$v3s held by the Univerſal Church through 


he Centuries poſterior to S. Augaſiin : And 
Ince this can't be done, his ſecond Propoſi- 
on has much the ſame Misfortune with his 


* Confitut. Apoſtol. Lib. viii. cap. 12. Biblioth. Patrum, 
om. II. Renaudot. de Liturgiarum Orientalium Origins & 
ut horitate. Goar. Eucholog. Renaudot. Mabillon. Liturg. Gal- 
an. Miſjal. Rom. | 
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I have now gone through what this learns 
ed Replyer has either improv'd in his old 
Arguments, or offer'd new. As for ſpeak- 
ing to every Paragraph, I declin'd it as un. 
neceſſary and tedious. I was unwilling to 
clog theſe Papers with Repetition, and come 
over with things already anſwer' d. And 
therefore if the Reader finds any Part of our 
Author's Reply not remark d, he is defir'd to 
conſult the Defence and Vindication for Sa. 
_risfaction. 1 
And at taking Leave, I can't help decla- 
ring myſelf ſorry to ſee this Gentleman lay 
out his Learning and Parts againſt Uſages ſo 
firmly eſtabliſh'd: To decry the Force of 
Tradition, and exhauſt himſelf againſt the 
Ancient and Univerſal Church; againſt tho: 
Guides, who, by his own Confeſſion, are the 
oe becauſe neareſt the Fountain's Head: And 
if ſuch Efforts could ſucceed, the Conle 
quence might be very unhappy ; for whit 
could we expect from ſuch a Victory, but tha 
the Evidence for Truth muſt fail, the Credi 
of the beſ# Records ſuffer, and the Found. 
tions be out of Courſe? And, on the other 
ſide, tis ſomewhat ſurprizing, that thok 
who delire the Church of England may cont 
up to the true Standard, to the earlieſt ant 
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belt recommended Ages, ſhould be counted 
her Enemies: That thoſe who would reviye 
the main of her Firſt, Reformation, ſhould . be 
miſconſtrued mal-intention'd ; I ſay her Firſt 
| Reformation When all her Managers were Emg- 


tifh, when the was neither embaraſs'd with 
Noveliſts Abroad, nor over-ſet with the Re- 
gale at Home. Can thoſe be ſaid to raiſe 
Batteries againſt her, who would gladly 
put her in a ſtronger Poſture of Defence, 
and ſee her fortity'd at all Quarters? In my 
humble Opinion, thoſe conſult the Honour 
of their Church fartheſt, who endeavour to 
wipe out ſome Marks of Diſadvantage, and 
recover her natural Complexion ; who would 
reſtore the Original State, and make every 
thing ſhining and ſolid. And ſince the Al- 
terations requeſted would be almoſt imper- 
ceptible; ſince they are few in Number, and 
eaſy in Digeſtion, we hope Time may in- 
creaſe their Abettors, and make them more 
underſtood. I confeſs our diſintereſted At- 
tempt has met with unkind Uſage ; we have 
had Volleys of Satyr diſcharg'd upon us; 
Satyr let fly without Provocation, without 
Decency or Truth; with a Grain of Wir, 
and a Pound of IIl-Nature. I'm ſorry to 
ee ſuch Marks of Unbenevolence ; I delpiſe 
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